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ABSTRACT 
This study examines the impact of state mandates on teachers' levels of use of ±e National 
Standards for United States History (hereafter referred to as the "Standard '^'). Exploring 
relationships between factors which may affect teachers' use of the Standards and teachers' 
levels of use of the Standards, this study surveyed ninth through twelfth grade United States 
history teachers in Iowa and Oregon. The research method to deteraiine teachers' levels of use 
of the Standards was informed by the Levels of Use dimension of the Concerns-Based 
Adoption Model. 
The survey questionnaire consisted primarily of sections describing teachers': social and 
demographic characteristics; philosophical agreement with historical thinking skUls in die 
Standards; levels of use or non-use of the Standards', and comments about the benefits or 
limitations of using the Standards. Statistical analyses revealed that teachers in Iowa and 
Oregon have low levels of use of the Standards but have high levels of agreement with the 
historical thinking skills which are integrated into the Standards. Higher levels of use of the 
Standards were related to teachers' knowledge of the Standards, subscription to professional 
history or social studies journals, membership in professional history or social studies 
organizations, participation in staff development using the Standards, and work in curriculum 
development or collaboration with others in developing curriculum using parts or all of the 
Standards. Multiple regression analysis identified teachers' knowledge of the Standards and 
collaboration with others in developing curriculmn which includes part or all of the Standards 
as predictors of higher levels of use of the Standards. There were no significant differences 
between teachers' levels of use of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon. 
It is concluded that teachers may need to become more informed about the Standards, and 
that school districts and state departments of education may need to support teachers efforts to 
work collaboratively on curriculum development, to increase teachers' levels of use of the 
Standards. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study is to determine the impact, if any, of state mandates in Iowa and 
Oregon on the levels of use of the national standards for teaching United States history by 
teachers in the classroom. The quality of instruction, curriculum design, and student 
performance assessment in U.S. History classes is influenced by state mandates and other 
factors affecting secondary teachers' levels of use of the national standards for U.S. History. 
In 1992, the National Endowment for the Humanities and the U.S. Department of 
Education financed the writing of history standards. The first publication of the National 
Standards for United States History (hereafter referred to as the "Standards ") in 1994, was 
made after extensive collaboration with focus groups involving over thirty professional 
organizations over a thirty-two month period. The final draft was then reviewed by the 
National Council for History Standards composed of twenty-nine members and headed by the 
directors of the National Center for History in the Schools which is based at UCLA (Appleby, 
1995). The Standards were revised in 1996, and have been well received, even by some who 
were strongly opposed to the first edition (Diegmueller, 1996). 
The purposes of the Standards are threefold: (I) to establish high expectations for what all 
students should know and be able to do; (2) to clarify what constimtes successful achievement; 
and (3) most sign^cantly, to promote equity in the learning opportunities and resources to be 
provided all students in the nation's schools (National Center for History in the Schools, 
1996). The Standards, therefore, address pressing educational needs identified in the United 
States. The report titled, A Nation At Risk (National Center for History in the Schools, 1983) 
highlights the deficiencies of students in "higher order" intellectual skills and the decline of 
standardized test scores in the United States and between the United States and other countries. 
Within the United States there exists pervasive inequalities in educational opportunities caused 
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by inequities in school financing, in resource allocations, and in practices of discriminatory 
"lower tracks" and "dumbed down" curriculum (Kozol, 1991). Implementation of the 
Standards promises to raise the general level of achievement of students and to promote greater 
equity between schools by bringing about changes in content, teaching, and assessment. 
The Standards estabhsh voluntary national content standards as defined in the Goals 2000 
Act (United States 103d Congress, 1994). While it is mandatory for every state receiving 
federal educational funding to develop a state improvement plan including strategies for 
meeting the National Education Gtoals, each state may choose its own content standards. The 
Standards are a model which reflects the best available knowledge in United States History 
about how stodents learn and about how the content area can be most effectively taught. If the 
Standards ate to have any effect, each school district will have to invest scarce financial and 
professional resources in the slow and costly process of curriculum renewal. 
The process of selecting new standards and then ensuring that these standards will have an 
impact on curriculum and instruction is daunting. It often requires numerous committees and 
meetings, research in effective teaching, publications to inform teachers and the community, 
changes in personnel, and rewriting of curriculum guides. During this process it is common 
to have interest groups who object to the selected standards and teachers who perceive ±e 
process as another reform without any lasting effect. 
The fate of the Standards has been greatly influenced by the strategies of the Department of 
Education in each state. Oregon and Iowa have taken two different approaches to using the 
Standards. The Department of Education in Oregon has embraced the national movement in 
education to establish standards and has designed many opportunities for curriculiun and 
instruction to become aligned with the content and performance standards mandated by the 
State Legislature. The state's Essential Learning Skills and Common Curriculum Goals 
defined these perforaiance standards. The Department of Education in Iowa has chosen to 
protect local school districts' option to establish their own standards. The result of these 
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different ^)proaches has been that Oregon has approximately half of the school districts 
involved in curriculum alignment to meet the state's Essential Learning Skills and Common 
Curriculum Goals, while Iowa has no similar effort for local school curriculum reform. Still, 
the question of actual use of the Standards by teachers in each state remains open. 
The success or failure of the Standards will depend upon how well state educational 
leaders, local curriculum specialists, and classroom teachers use the Standards to improve 
curriculum and instruction. At present there has been no research conducted about the level of 
use of the Standards or about the factors which may influence teachers' levels of use or the 
Standards. 
Purposes of the Study 
High quality standards and the measurement of those standards may be the impetus needed 
for changing expectations and changing methods of teaching and instraction in the classroom. 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of use of the Standards and to identify 
factors related to teachers' levels of use of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon. The 
information/findings from this investigation will provide direction for educational leaders 
wishing to influence teachers' levels of use of the Standards in their state or school districts. 
This study examines differences in the impact that the Standards have on curriculum and 
instruction between Iowa and Oregon. The affect of Oregon's state mandated standards-based 
approach on teachers' levels of use of the Standards is compared to Iowa's local-option/school 
district control of standards. Indeed, this brings into question Cawalti's (1995) belief that 
reform (standards) can't be mandated from the top. Based on this study, other states may wish 
to consider implementing parts of a state plan which are effective in setting high standards and 
raising expectations of student achievement between school districts. 
The problem is ftirther defined by the following research questions: 
1. What social and demographic characteristics of teachers are related to higher levels of 
use of the Standards! 
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2. Is there any relationship between schools' or state department of educations' 
commitment to establishing high qualiQr standards and teachers' level of use of the Standards! 
3. Are there any differences in the level of use of the Standards for teaching United States 
history between teachers in Iowa and Oregon, and what factors may explain those differences? 
Definitions of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the following terms are defined; 
Concerns-Based Adoption Model TCBAM^: A conceptualization of the way in which concerns of 
individual teachers change as teachers become familiar and involved in new programs or 
processes (Hall & Hord, 1987). The model consists of three diagnostic dimensions: Stage of 
Concern, Levels of Use, and Irmovation Configurations. 
Curriculum - The goals, objectives, and plans established by the state department of education or a 
school district for each subject area. 
Demographic characteristics: The demographic characteristics in this study include teachers' 
number of years of teaching experience, highest educational degree earned, subscription to 
professional journals, membership in professional organizations, their collaboration with other 
staff on developing curriculum with the Standards, and participation in staff development 
These are characteristics which can be observed or reported with little bias or judgement on the 
part of the teacher or investigator. 
Historical thinking skills: Students' ability to apply their historical understanding in productive 
ways including the ability to think through cause-and-effect relationships, to reach sound 
historical interpretations, and to conduct historical inquiries, and research leading to the 
knowledge on which informed decisions in contemporary life can be based (National Center 
for History in the Schools, 1994). 
Historical understanding: Smdents' demonstration of knowledge of the ten eras and thirty-one 
main understandings which are outlined as the basic content for the Standards. 
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Innovation: The program or process being implemented, in this study the Standards is the 
educational innovation for U.S. history teachers. 
Levels of use: Describes "what a teacher is doing or not doing in relation to the innovation" (Hall 
& Hord, 1987), and can be characterized as non-user, orientation, preparation, mechanical use, 
routine use, refinement, integration, or renewal. The following definitions refer to the levels of 
use. These definitions are taken ftom the Level of Use Chart: Operational Definitions of 
Levels of Use of the Innovation (Loucks et al, 1975). 
Level L Non-user: State in which the user has littie or no knowledge of the innovation, no 
involvement with the innovation, and is doing nothing towards becoming involved. 
Level 2. Orientation: State in which the user has recently acquired or is acquiring information 
about the innovation and/or has recently explored or is exploring its value and its demands 
upon the user. 
Level 3. Preparation: State in which the user is preparing for first use of the innovation. 
Level 4. Mechanical use- State in which the user focuses most effort on the short-term, day-to­
day use of the innovation, with litde time for reflection. Changes in use are made more to meet 
user needs than clients needs. The user is primarily engaged in a stepwise attempt to master the 
task required to use the innovation, often resulting in disjointed and superficial use. 
Levels. Routine: State in which use of the iimovation is stabilized. Few if any changes are being 
made in ongoing use. Little preparation or thought is being given to improving use oir its 
consequences. 
Level 6. Refinement: State in which user varies the use of the innovation to increase the impact on 
clients within the immediate sphere of influence. Variations are based on knowledge of both 
short and long term consequences for clients. 
Level 7. Integration: State in which the user is combining own efforts to use the innovation with 
related activities of colleagues to achieve a collective impact on clients within a common sphere 
of influence. 
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Levels. Renewal: State in which the user reevaluates the quality of use of the innovation, seeks 
major modifications of or alternatives to present innovation to achieve increased impact on 
clients, examines new developments in the field, and explores new goals for self and system. 
Social Characteristics: The social characteristics in this study include teachers' knowledge of the 
Standards, their philosophical agreement with the historical thinking skills, their attitude toward 
curriculum alignment, their perception of the schools district's commitment to establishing high 
quality standards, and their agreement with the State Department of Education's leadership in 
setting standards. These characteristics define a teacher's perceptions, attitudes, values and 
beliefs, and relationships with other staff members. 
Standards: A shortened reference to the National Standards for U.S. History (National Center for 
History in the Schools, 1994). These were later revised and published in the National 
Standards for History (National Center for History in the Schools, 1996). 
Student achievement: A performance based measurement of a student's ability to use historical 
thinking skills or historical understandings. 
U.S. historv teacher: Any person who teaches a class in U.S. history to students in the ninth 
through twelfth grades at a public secondary school. 
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The Development of National Standards 
Creation of Goals 2000 
The federal government's role in shaping the curriculum and setting academic standards for 
schools has changed dramatically in the last 50 years. It was not until the curriculum reform 
movement of the 1950s that the federal government took a major role in curriculum 
development Whereas in the first half of the centuiy curricula seem to have been initiated 
largely by educators themselves and often at the local level, in the second half of the century the 
balance has shifted in the direction of centralized control of curricula by senior school 
administrators, academics from subject matter disciplines, political leaders, and senior public 
servants (Marsh, 1995). The general public since the 1950s has increasingly favored the 
desirability of higher standards for the curriculum taught in schools. In 1981, the report titled, 
"A Nation At Risk", published by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, made 
a strong warning to the nation about the need for curriculum reform. "A Nation At Risk" 
reported that, "the educational foundations of our society are presently being eroded by a rising 
tide of mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a people" (National 
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). 
In 1989, the "education summit" meeting with president George Bush and the govemors of 
the fifty states in Charlottesville, Virginia resulted in the creation of Goals 2(XX). Goals 20(X) 
formalized the development of national standards and new assessment systems. Since 1989, 
President Clinton has passed Goals 20(X) legislation which has authorized the National 
Education Goals Panel and codified the national education goals. This legislation also created a 
new federal agency, the National Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIC), 
which is responsible for certifying national and state content, performance, and 
opportunity-to-leam standards and assessments. 
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The different types of standards include curriculum content standards, student performance 
standards, and opportunity to learn standards. The curriculum content standards describe what 
teachers are supposed to teach and students are expected to learn. These standards are expected 
to provide clear, specific descriptions of the skills and knowledge that should be taught to 
students. The student performance standards are expected to define the degrees of mastery or 
levels of attairmient The opportunity-to-leam standards are expected to define the availability 
of programs, staff, and other resources that schools, districts, and states provide so that 
students are able to meet challenging content and performance standards. These three 
standards are interrelated and each part reinforces the other parts of curriculmn development. 
Important agencies in the standards movement 
There are several important federal and non-govemmental agencies involved in the national 
standards movement. A review of ±ese major players in the standards movement provides a 
better understanding about how the national standards are being formed and the extent to which 
these agencies have power to affect curriculum reform in each state. 
At the federal level of government, the National Education Goals Panel formed the National 
Education Standards and Improvement Council (NESIQ to certify as "world class" the new 
standards and assessments, which would be developed by private and government agencies. 
Attempts to require local school districts to adopt standards tied to national standards and 
assessments failed.^ Although each state's compliance with the national standards is on a 
voluntary basis, the establishment of state standards became a requirement for federal fimds 
under Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Margaret McNealy, Team 
Leader for Reform and Student Achievement and Assessment at the National Instimte of 
iSince 1970 federal education activities have been constrained by the following statutory prohibition; 
"No provision of any applicable program shall be construed to authorize any department, agency, officer, or 
employee of the United States to exercise any direction, supervision, or control over the curriculum, program of 
instruction, [or] administration... of any education institution... or over the selection of library resources, 
textbooks, or other printed or published instructional materials..." (Commission on Workforce Quality and 
Labor Market Efficiency. 1989). 
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Student Achievement, Curriculum and Assessment in the Office of Education Research and 
Improvement state that this council was never appointed and so is not in existence (M. 
McNealy, personal interview, June 25, 1997). 
The National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) was created to set national standards 
for student performance at the "basic", "proficient", and "advanced" levels. The NAGB 
governs the body which has written tests which are referred to as the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP). This has become the "nation's report card". The assessment 
instrument is a survey, not an individual test (students take a short test that includes several 
questions from an overall battery of several hundred questions). 
The National Council on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST) was formed by 
Congress, the Administration, and the governors to examine the "desirability and feasibility" of 
national standards and assessments. NCEST awarded grants to the National Academy of 
Sciences and the University of California, Los Angeles, to develop national standards in 
science and history to go along with the math standards already established by the National 
Council of Teachers in Mathematics (NCTM). After completion of this task NCEST was 
deleted from the Department of Education. 
In addition to the federal government, the private sector has teamed up with universities 
and policy groups to develop national standards. The National Center on Education and the 
Economy, a research and policy group based in Rochester, New York, and the Learning 
Research and Development Center at the University of Pittsburgh teamed up to form the New 
Standards Project to test the development of a national examination system. The New 
Standards Project published a report titled, "America's choice: High Skills or Low Wages?", 
calling for ambitious standards for student performance and new assessments to measure 
performance against the standards. So far the project has involved nineteen states — including 
the three largest (California, New York, and Texas) — and six school districts, which together 
enroll about half the schoolchildren in the country (National Center on Education and the 
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Economy, 1990). 
Impact on schools 
Standards-driven school reform is a nationwide strategy to raise U.S. schools to a 
world-class level by the year 2000 (Manatt, 1995a). How these standards are established in 
each school district is affected by current trends in the U.S. "A Nation at Risk" has persuaded 
many people that the correction needed is to have more uniformity, standardization, and 
top-down control. In contrast, the development of pluralistic curriculum theorizing, traditional 
American social beliefs, and the changing demographic characteristics of American society 
itself are influences for eclecticism, diversity, and bottom-up creation of curricula (Marsh, 
1995). Presently the content, performance, and opportunity-to-leam standards are established 
by state departments of education or by local school boards serving 15,000 school districts 
across the U.S. The amount of state control over these standards varies from state to state. 
It has been a difficult process for local school districts to come to a consensus on what the 
standards should be in their schools, hi Pennsylvania, the original forty-five page list of things 
students should know and be able to do was pared down to a two page list of fifty-five 
outcomes (Ravitch, 1995). 
Aq important difference between content "outcomes" and "standards" should be noted here. 
Both outcomes based education (OBE) and standards start by identifying what students should 
know and be able to do and then work backward to construct a curriculum that will achieve the 
appropriate "outcomes". The three major differences are that: 1) content standards are clear 
and measurable and OBE outcomes are fipequendy vague and not easily measurable; 2) content 
standards focus on cognitive learning, while OBE outcome may include not only cognitive 
learning but also affective skills; and 3) content standards are usually based on traditional 
academic disciplines and OBE outcomes include some traditional academic disciplines but are 
mainly organized around interdisciplinary or non-disciplinary topics (Ravitch, 1995). 
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Standards for History 
The Bradley Commissioii 
The Bradley Commission on History in Schools was created in 1987 in response to 
widespread concern over the inadequacy, both in quantity and in quality, of the history taught 
in American schools. The Bradley Commission adopted resolutions which emphasized the 
stody of history as indispensable to the education of citizens in a democracy and recommended 
that a social studies curriculum require no fewer than four years of history in grades seven 
through twelve (The Bradley Commission for History in Schools, 1989). The 
recommendations for the curriculum in history emphasized the need to focus on broad, 
significant themes and questions, rather than short-lived memorization of facts without context. 
Training in critical judgment and a more inclusive history of all constituent parts of society 
were also recommended for historical smdy. 
Most of the recommendations made by the Bradley Corrmiission were not specifically 
directed at the curriculum but towards the educational system which may affect the quality of 
history instruction. These recommendations included better textbooks, audio-visual and 
computer assisted programs; flexible class schedules; greater teacher authority; collaborative 
efforts among school, college and university teachers of history; and new approaches to 
teaching history and training new teachers. The final conclusions made a fairly strong warning 
against "standardized testing of the sort that limits local school autonomy, forbids curricular 
and methodological flexibility, and discourages the thoughtful, conceptual history we believe to 
be necessary" (The Bradley Commission for History in Schools, 1989). 
The National History Standards Project 
In 1988, Charlotte Crabtree, then a Professor of Education at the University of California at 
Los Angeles, became director of the National Center for History in the Schools. Crabtree and 
Diane Ravitch wrote a pioneering set of guidelines for teaching history and the social sciences 
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in California in the nud-1980s. Crabtree had worked with Lynne Cheney on a report in 1987 
decrying the status of humanities education in the nation's schools and later served with 
Cheney on the National Council on Education, Standards, and Testing (NCEST) which was 
chartered to discuss whether national standards in history should be developed. Later in 1992 
NCEST recommended creation of national standards and assessments for U.S. history. 
In 1991 the National Endowment for the Humanities and the U.S. Department of 
Education granted $1.6 million to the National Center for History in the Schools at UCLA to 
develop U.S. history standards. The National History Standards Project was co-directed by 
Gary Nash, Professor of History and associate director of the National Center for History in 
Schools at UCLA, and Charlotte Crabtree. Nash wrote the only textbook series accepted for 
teaching of history in California in 1991 that California determined met their new history and 
social-sciences guidelines. 
Consensus building for U.S. history standards 
The National Endowment for the Humanities recommended that a panel of major players in 
history and education attempt to build a consensus on the standards. The National Council for 
History Standards collaborated with the following focus groups to develop the standards: the 
Council for Chief State School Officers, the Association for Supervision and Curriculum 
Development, the National Council for Social Studies, the Council of State Social Studies 
Specialists, the American Historical Association, the Organization of American Historians, the 
National Council of History Education, and the Organization of History Teachers. Altogether 
nearly 200 respondents worked directly with the National Council on History Standards for 
over two and one-half years in their consensus building process (Diegmueller and Viadero, 
1995). During that time over 6,000 drafts of the standards for U.S. History were circulated 
for review. 
A second advisory group called the national forum included: conservative groups such as 
the Education Excellence network; religious based organizations such as the National Catholic 
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Educational Association and the Lutheran Schools; and ethnic organizations such as the 
National Alliance of Black School Educators and the National Association for Asian and Pacific 
American Education; both teachers' unions and the national associations representing 
elementary and secondary school principals. These people formed focus groups to review 
draft of the standards as they were completed and to offer feedback. 
The advisory group advised the history panel not to base the standards on "Lessons From 
History: Essential Understandings and Historical perspectives Students Should Acquire" a 
guide published in 1992 for teaching U.S. history which the UCLA National Center for 
History in Schools had just completed. Critics said the guide was too narrowly focused on 
U.S. history and fell short in its treatment of niinority groups (Diegmueller and Viadero, 
1995). Other key documents that would be the starting point for the standards included the 
California fi-amework, and the guidelines for history education produced by the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (National Assessment Governing Board, 1994). 
Curriculum task forces organized classroom teachers converted the content standards to 
grade appropriate performance standards and developed teaching activities. The original 
edition of ihsStandards used to include almost 3000 teaching examples until these were 
dropped in the revised version of the Standards. Most of the criticism of the original version of 
the Standards was directed at the teaching examples. 
The Standards are designed to integrate historical thinking skills and historical 
understandings. U.S. history is divided into ten eras within which there are 31 historical 
understandings. Below each historical understanding are the standard components, lA, B, C, 
etc. Each standard component is defined by elaborated standards appropriate for various grade 
levels K-12. Within each elaborated standard is a focus on a particular historical thinking skill. 
These historical thinking skills are presented in Figure 1. 
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Overview of Historical Thinking Skills 
Standard 1. Chronological Thinking 
A. Distmguish between past, present, and future time. 
B. Identify the temporal structure of a historical narrative or story. 
C. Establish temporal order in constructing historical narratives of their own. 
D. Measure and calculate calendar time. 
E. Interpret data presented in time lines. 
F. Create time lines. 
G. Explain change and continuity over time. 
Standard 2. Historical Comprehension 
A. Identify the author or source of the historical document or narrative. 
B. Reconstruct the literal meaning of a historical passage. 
C. Identify the central question(s) the historical narrative addresses. 
D. Read historical narratives imaginatively. 
E. Appreciate historical perspectives. 
F. Draw upon data in historical maps. 
G. Draw upon visual and mathematical data presented in graphs. 
H. Draw upon visual data presented in photographs, paintings, cartoons, and architectural 
drawings. 
Standard 3. Historical Analysis and Interpretation 
A. Formulate questions to focus their inquiry or analysis. 
B. Compare and contrast differing sets of ideas, values, personalities, behaviors, and 
institutions. 
C. Analyze historical fiction. 
D. Distinguish between fact and fiction 
E. Compare different stories about a historical figure, era, or event. 
F. Analyze illustrations in historical stories. 
G. Consider multiple perspectives. 
H. Explain causes in analyzing historical actions. 
I. Challenge argument of historical inevitability. 
J. Hypothesize the influence of the past. 
Standard 4. Historical Research Capabilities 
A. Formulate historical questions. 
B. Obtain historical data. 
C. Interrogate historical data. 
D. MarshS needed knowledge of the time and place, and construct a stoty, explanation, or 
historical narrative. 
Standard 5. Historical Issues-Analvsis and Decision-Making 
A. Identify problems and dilenunas in the past 
B. Analyze the interests and values of the various people involved. 
C. Identify causes of the problem or dilemma. 
D. Propose altemative choices for addressing the problem. 
E. Formulate a position or course of action on an issue. 
F. Identify the solution chosen. 
G. Evaluate the consequences of a decision. 
Figure 1. Overview of Historical Thinking Skills 
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Public criticism and support for the U.S. bustory standards 
Cheney, fonner chair of the National Endowment for the Humanities during the Presidents 
Reagan and Bush administrations and member of NCEST, said in 1991 that, "It is very, very 
difficult to develop consensus and still to hold to important principles that history should be 
multicultural, but it should also be about what we share" (Diegmueller and Viadero, 1995). 
Later she wrote a column in "The Wall Street Joumal" complaining that traditional American 
heroes are de-emphasized in the American history standards (Cheney, 1995). Cheney pointed 
out, for example, that Ulysses S. Grant is not mentioned at all while Harriet Tubman rates six 
mentions. This generated public outrage that taxpayer money went to creating history 
standards that forgot to mention that George Washington was the first president, etc. Cheney 
has been concerned about curriculum and instruction which may be used to advance a political 
agenda (Cheney, 1992). 
On January 18, 1995, the Senate introduced a resolution, passed by a vote of 99 to 1, 
expressing the disapproval of the Standards proposed by the National Center for History in 
School for the teaching of United States history. This legislation appeared as a binding 
amendment to the Unfimded Mandates Bill. It would have prevented fiirther funding to the 
National Center for History in the Schools and would have prevented the Department of 
Education's Goals 2000 project from developing voluntary history standards based on the 
work of the National Center for History in the Schools. The Senate passed a nonbinding 
version of the resolution and later it was stripped from the Unfunded Mandates Bill (Miller, 
1996). 
Nash and Crabtree rebutted Cheney's statements by pointing out that Cheney had made 
incorrect statements about the content of the standards and had not differentiated between the 
standards, what smdents should know, and the teaching examples. The historical-thinking 
standards were intended to lay out the skills students need to understand and analyze historical 
content The five historical-thinking standards: chronological thinking, comprehension. 
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analysis and interpretation, research capabilities, and issue analysis and decision making; have 
received nearly universal praise (Diegmueller and Viadero, 1995). They also stressed that the 
content guidelines are not all that different from other guidelines for history education, i.e. the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress, which examines students' performance in U.S. 
history. 
Many groups had a negative impression of the national standards for U.S. history because 
of the subject matter content used in the teaching examples of the first edition of the Standards. 
The panel selected to write the U.S. history standards devoted nearly a quarter of the examples 
to stories of ordinary men and women, minorities, and the forces that shaped their lives. 
Albert Shanker, president of the American Federation of Teachers, complained that the U.S. 
history standards slight the twentieth century and the Cold War era. Bill Honig, the former 
California Schools Chief, said the negative, analytical tone comes from the heavy 
representation of the historians whose goal was not the inculcation of patriotic values. He said, 
"Historians see history as history. They don't see it as motivation — to get kids to believe in 
democracy..." (Diegmueller and Viadero, 1995). 
Council for Basic Education established two independent panels to review the history 
standards in the June of 1995. The council, with the financing from the Pew Charitable Trust, 
the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation, the Ford Foundation and the Spencer 
Foundation commissioned two independent panels of respected public figures, academic 
historians, teachers and school administrators to study the standards. 
The Council for Basic Education (a national nonprofit group that promotes the teaching of 
basic subjects) review panels endorsed the Standards and concluded that the overwhelming 
majority of criticism was targeted at the teaching examples in the documents, rather than at the 
actual standards for student achievements. They found that the proposed standards provided a 
reasonable set of expectations for learning and a solid basis for strengthening history teaching. 
The panels noted that the standards emphasis on historical thinking is important and useful for 
17 
encouraging the development of students' critical thinking skills; and the panels endorsed the 
standards' use of five spheres - social, political, scientific/technological, econonaic, and 
cultural — to broaden the study of history (Miller, 1995). 
The panels made the following ten recommendations for the improvement of the history 
standards: 
1) Standards -without teaching examples — should be revised and adopted. 
2) The revision and all further work should be guided by the National Center for History 
in the Schools' criteria for developing the history standards. 
3) The teaching examples should be deleted. 
4) Biased language should be eliminated. 
5) Clarify, expand, and integrate the standards for historical thinking in order to 
discourage present-mindedness, easy moralizing, and poorly informed historical 
judgment. 
6) Strengthen the standards in regard to the treatment of science, mathematics, technology, 
and medicine; economic history; the exchange and evolution of ideas; and interactions 
between and among the five historical spheres. 
7) Treat social groups in their specific historical context, recognizing diversity within, as 
well as between, them. 
8) Standards should find ways to encourage students to see the big picture based on their 
understanding of particular facts and to consider large issues and their development 
over the span of time and place. 
9) The U.S. EQstory panel recommended that in order to achieve a more complete picture 
of American history, the U.S. History standards need to pay more attention to the 
relationship between groups and the American nation, the opportunities afforded to 
immigrants, and the development of democratic ideals. 
10) More attention should be given such presences as Washington and Jefferson and 
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seminal dcx:umeQts such as the Bill of Rights and the Constitution. 
Despite the official and public criticism of the U.S. history standards, the Council for 
Basic Education announced in October of 1995 that the standards, though flawed, are worth 
saving. The UCLA National Center for History in the Schools revised the standards based on 
recommendations of the panels sponsored by the Council for Basic Education. Christopher 
Cross, the president of the Council for Basic Education praised the revised standards as an 
excellent blueprint for coverage of material in U.S. and world history." (Thomas, 1996). 
Early critics of the original version of the Standards such as Diane Ravitch and Arthur 
Schlesinger Jr. were impressed the revised edition. They stated that the revised Standards do 
not take sides, and they pose the most fundamental questions about our nation's history 
(Ravitch & Schlesinger, 1996). 
The Case for National Standards 
Concern for achievement 
Some people concerned about excellence look to national standards to raise 
achievement In 1994, approximately one in six 4th graders, one in seven 8th graders, and 
only one out of every ten 12th graders met the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
standards at the proficient or advanced levels in U.S. History (National Education Goals 
Report, 1995). Standards were expected to help by clearly defining what is to be taught and 
what kind of performance is expected. The development and field testing of the School 
Improvement Model from Iowa State University enabled the researchers to discover the power 
of outcomes, standards, and assessment-driven instruction. Experimental groups found that 
pre- and post-testing had as positive an effect on student achievement as all of the staff 
development combined (Manatt, 1993b). 
National standards are intended to improve achievement for all levels of students, not 
just those bound for selective colleges. The national standards can be adapted for students in 
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different grade levels and provide an opportunity for students to exhibit their skills in various 
ways. Lauren Resnick, director of the Learning Research and Development Center in 
Pittsburgh, supports a flexible system of assessment including performance assessments, 
projects, and portfolios which provide students opportunities to demonstrate what they know 
and are able to do as compared to world-class content and performance standards for high 
performance (Simmons & Resnick, 1993). 
Concern for equity 
National standards could ensure greater equity among the states and between school 
districts. Allowing each school district to develop its own standards might exacerbate 
inequities between schools because of differences in standards, resources, staff development, 
or financial support 
Curricular differentiation is a major source of educational inequity. If one consistent 
message can be found in the stadies of test score data, whether from the SAT, ACT, NAEP, or 
international assessments, it is that students perform best when they have taken a challenging 
program of smdies (Ravitch, 1995). For example, the gap in achievement between minorities 
and whites virtually disappears among students who took geometry (Ravitch, 1995). 
Concern for quality 
National standards would provide a common basis for appraisal of students' performance. 
Standards and assessments could supply more accurate information to students, parents, 
teachers, employers, and colleges on their levels of performance. Making sure that all students 
achieve at high levels means that curriculum has to change, instruction has to change, teacher 
education programs have to change, and school systems have to change. National standards 
could provide the focus for how these aspects of the educational system will be reformed. 
David Conley predicts that "the process of identifying the outcomes that will be assessed is 
perhaps the most important 'next step' in restructuring nationally at the state and local levels." 
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(Conley, 1992). 
The Standards appear to satisfy the criteria which the American Federation of Teachers 
(AFT) used to evaluate state standards (Gandal, 1996). The criteria used to determine whedier 
a set of standards meets the AFT "common Core" criterion include: 
a) Standards must define in every grade or at designated grade-level benchmarks the 
common content and skills smdents should leam in each subject 
b) Standards must be detailed and comprehensive enough to lead to a common core 
curriculunL Strong standards use detail and examples to break down broad categories and 
concepts and elaborate on the underlying content. 
c) Standards must be firmly rooted in the content of the subject area. It is inadequate 
for a social studies standard to state that students should be able to "apply knowledge of 
historical events" without specifying which events and periods of history are most significant 
and clearly defining what is most important about those periods or events for students to 
understand. 
d) Standards must be clear and explicit about the content all students are expected to 
leam. 
The Case Against National Standardls 
Rejection of standardization and uniformity 
A strong fear that critics have about national standards is that they will impose uniformity in 
the expectations of what students should be able to do and how they should demonstrate their 
knowledge or skills. Part of the reasoning for this is that educational uses of subjects are not 
singular and that uniformity is questionable versus the richness of diversity. Elliot Eisner 
claims that we need paradigm plurality to assess learning. He states that we would be 
enslaving ourselves by having one framework, one language, one set of criteria for appraising 
everything (Eisner, 1995). Standardization may reduce the number of different ways that 
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human beings could use information to fill in gaps, to generate interpretations, to extrapolate, 
and to make inferences in order to construe meanings. 
What students produce with the information given to them in schools may be appraised 
more appropriately by the use of criteria instead of standards. A "standard" can be interpreted 
to mean a quantitative measure of a particular physical thing existing under specified physical 
conditions. When a students uses information to create knowledge they are producing 
something closer to art than a product which can be compared to a pre-established standard. 
Dewey states that the creation of conditions that allow students to display their creative and 
reasoning ability in ways that are unique to their temperaments, their experience, and their aims 
is of fimdamental importance in any educational enterprise (Dewey, 1934). For this reason it 
may be more appropriate to be concerned with something individual, not comparative. 
Fairness and equality of opportunity 
Many critics are concerned that nationalized standards in testing may have a bias for 
particular groups of students in society. There is a debate over whether tests are fair, whether 
tests discriminate against disadvantaged or minority students, whether test items are culturally 
biased by their vocabulary, whether multiple choice tests discourage creativity, whether tests 
can measure what is really important, whether tests have too much influence on instruction, 
and whether tests should influence decisions about college admission or employment (Ravitch, 
1995). Some critics fear that a national test would widen the gap between advantaged and 
disadvantaged students and that high stakes tests could erect a new higher hurdle for 
low-income and minority smdents or children whose first language is not English (Rothman, 
1995). 
National standards effect on testing and instruction 
The ways in which schools decide to test for standards of performance may have a 
direct effect on the standards for curriculum and instmction, especially if there are high stakes 
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involved for teachers and students. Critics warn that unless national tests were in place that 
would measure high-level reasoning skills, the tests could end up measuring fairly low-level 
knowledge and skills; and foster instraction which focuses on raising test scores. Teachers 
may receive the message that testing drives curriculum and Tninimnm competence is the desired 
outcome (Brooks, 1991). In many school districts it is common practice to set low standards 
within the existing institutional arrangemenL As a result researchers have seen that teaching to 
the standardized tests in place in most schools has fostered rote drill in basic skills (Rothman, 
1995). 
Scholars have expanded the definition of test validity to include the consequences of testing 
on instruction. The consequences of multiple-choice testing include an overemphasis on the 
kinds of basic skills such as basic recall of information. Advocates argue that performance 
assessments are more likely to be valid measures of stodents' achievement than multiple-choice 
tests and classrooms using performance assessments focus more on complex, real-world tasks 
(Wiggins, 1993). The problem is that performance assessments have low interrater reliability 
and are expensive to administer. 
Federal control of curriculum 
Critics fear a centrally-created and controlled national cuniculmn. At the Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development General Business Meeting in the 1992 national 
conference, a resolution to support the national standards and assessment movement was 
soundly defeated (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1992). Teachers 
are concerned that the standards will be set by "academics and educational administrators who 
have not been in a 'real' classroom for years." (Ravitch, 1995). Members of the general public 
fear that national standards would entail "yet another federal bureaucracy based in Washington, 
D.C., inefficient and disconnected from local communities." 
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Public Reaction to the Development of National Standards 
General public reaction 
Although there has been popular support to estabUsh standards, the general public does 
not seem to be able to come to consensus about what students should know and be able to do; 
how to measure achievement; and who will write the tests. Public support for a nationalized 
curriculum and tests to measure achievement has been increasing over the past decade. In 
1991, a Gallop poll found that 68 percent favored a "standardized national curriculum" and 77 
percent favored "requiring the public schools in this community to use standardized national 
tests to measure the academic achievement of smdents" (Stanley, et.al, 1991). 
Although the general public and academicians have similar interests in setting high 
standards for students there may be differences between the public's definition of high 
standards and the academic experts' definition. When the public endorses high standards, it 
may mean a return to traditional education with an emphasis on the basics, firm disciplinary 
policies, and clear standards for promotion and graduation. Teachers and educators (on the 
other hand) may be designing new ciraiculum based on the process of gathering information 
and transforming it into new knowledge or using performance assessments to measure 
achievement instead of traditional objective based tests (Ravitch, 1995). 
Teacher's unions 
The National Education Association (NEA) has opposed national testing while the 
American Federation of Teachers (AFT) has endorsed national standards and national testing 
with consequences. Shanker, president of the AFT, stated that we need national standards that 
would define what all students should know and be able to do and new assessments that would 
gauge individual smdent performance against those standards (Shanker, 1994). In reviewing 
school reform efforts Shanker found that the common lesson in almost all the studies was the 
absolute necessity of a common understanding of what we want students to know and be able 
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to do as a result of their education (Shanker, 1995). 
School reform movement 
Richard Manatt divided the curriculum reform movement into three phases (Manatt, 
1993a). The first wave focused on graduation requirements and attendance rules. The second 
wave sought better teachers who would be held accountable but who would be paid better. 
The third wave has been focused on setting "world class" standards or goals and then holding 
schools and educators accountable for students' achievement 
Manatt predicts that State Education offices will probably be the agents of the third 
wave of reform. National and state groups may provide the outcomes and exit performance 
tasks, but schools will most likely be held responsible for developing the job of curriculum 
renewal and alignment with the "world class" standards. This would give educators greater 
ficeedom in how they develop the curriculim and at the same time make them more accountable 
to the public for the money invested in education. The balance between local and state control 
over curriculum will vary from state to state and over time depending on the public's perception 
on the quality of teaching and learning in schools. Donielson et al, believe that the primary 
authority and accountability for education in Iowa must rest at the local level with both the 
responsibility and accountability being shared with the state (Donielson et al, 1992). 
History of Curriculum Development 
Changing conceptions of curriculum and approaches to curriculum planning 
and development 
Marsh has defined curriculum as "an interrelated set of plans and experiences that a 
student undertakes under the guidance of the school" (Marsh, 1995). "Curricula that are 
implemented in schools typically are determined in advance but, almost inevitably, include 
unplanned activities that also occur. For the purpose of this smdy the curriculxmi was defined 
as the goals, objectives, and plans established by a district for each subject area. The enacted 
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curriculum in the classroom may be qmte different from the planned curriculum. 
Prior to the twentieth century, most educators saw the curriculum as a given that the 
students must leam. Ehiring the twentieth century most educators have come to see the 
curriculum as malleable, as something that can be deliberately altered in order to help the 
stodent leam. Since the beginning of the twentieth century there have been changing 
conceptions of curriculum and changing approaches to curriculum development In the early 
part of the twentieth century the leaders in curriculum development were more concemed about 
the usefulness of the curriculum in serving society than the subject matter itself. In the 1920s 
to the 1940s, the leaders in curriculmn development found the criteria from the developmental 
growth of individuals to be more important than in maintaining or in changing the existing 
society. 
In the second half of the twentieth century the leaders in curriculum development placed 
greater weight on the criteria concerning the accuracy, breadth, or consistency of subject matter 
than in the developmental growth of individuals. In the 1940s and 1950s educators turned 
more and more against progressive education and toward traditional academic education. The 
national mood was no longer conducive to educational experiments, and the public increasingly 
demanded that schools teach subject-centered curricula (Marsh, 1995). 
Since the 1960s, the mood of the general public has begun to tum toward 
accountability, demanding formal evaluations that demonstrated the effectiveness of educational 
expenditures. The scope and focus of evaluation has changed markedly over the last two or 
three decades. Practices derived from the scientific testing and measurement movement and 
from Tyler's emphasis on objectives and student behaviors have given way to broader 
concerns about the need to collect information and to make judgments about all phases of 
curriculum development from planning to implementation (Marsh & Stafford, 1988). 
In the 1990s there are an increasing number of schools developing specialized 
curriculum. In ±e 20 states which have passed charter school laws, the schools districts are 
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seeing more focus schools, alternative schools, and magnet schools. Schools may focus their 
instruction on curriculum for the deaf, for school-to-work programs, computer applications, 
etc. or serve particular groups in society (Walters, 1996). The challenge for the national 
standards is to develop a consensus for what all students should know and be able to do. 
New cognitive science and standards 
New developments in cognitive science have strong implications for changing 
curriculum and instraction. Cognitive science offers a developmental psychology of 
intellectual development Cognitive scientists have found that students do not simiply "receive" 
new knowledge, they "construct" it based on their own experience, previous knowledge, and 
understanding (Ravitch, 1995). Students learn best by applying knowledge, skills, and 
problem solving to real situations and when they work actively with other students and think 
out loud about how to solve problems. Researchers have also found that "critical thinking 
skills" cannot be taught in isolation but that knowledge of the subject matter is necessary. 
These ideas supported by the new cognitive science are shaping the type of assessments 
that teachers are using and the types of standards schools are adoptuig for their curriculum. 
Daniel Resnick and Marc Tucker of the National Center for Education and the Economy 
founded the New Standards Project whose goal was to design a national examinatioii system. 
One of the objectives was to use assessment as a tool for transfonning instruction and learning 
(Simmons & Resnick, 1993). 
Brief history of the standards movement in Iowa and Oregon 
The Iowa Department of Education has been a strong advocate of local control of the 
curriculum by individual school districts. In contrast, the Oregon State Board of Education and 
legislature are actively involved in directing curricular reform. 
Iowa's education reform efforts focus on local school improvement and local 
accoimtability. Each school or school district is expected to develop a clear set of learning 
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expectations for students in their district and standards for student performance (State of Iowa 
Department of Education, 1994). The board of directors of each school district has the right to 
select its own goals or standards to improve smdent achievement and performance. By law, 
Iowa schools are required to conduct an evaluation of their educational programs and establish 
student achievement goals under Section 280.12 of the Iowa code (State of Iowa Department of 
Education, 1995). 
Many school districts in Iowa have adopted the North Central Association's outcomes 
based form of performance appraisal for accreditation of schools. This process requires that 
schools select outcomes and then define measurable indicators of a school's performance 
towards achieving those outcomes. Although this is an effort to move towards measurable 
indicators of success there is no effort by the North Central Association to judge whether the 
outcomes are high quality outcomes. 
According to a report tided "Quality Counts: A Report Card on the Condition of Public 
Education in the 50 States," Iowa is one of two states not developing standards at the state level 
of education (Wolk & Olson, 1997a). More recent legislation reflects the omission of history 
firom the core subject areas. Iowa code sections 273.10 and 273.11, Titie Xin Chapter 72.4 
lists standards for Accreditation of Area Education Agency Programs and Services. Under 
72.4(4) the new standard for AEA's programs and services is the support and facilitation of 
curriculum development, instruction, and assessment in the areas of reading, language arts, 
mathematics and science. This legislation requires AEA's to provide assistance and training in 
the establishment of rigorous and meaningful standards in the above subjects. 
Haack, then Chief of Instmctional Services at the Iowa Department of Education, noted that 
the Iowa Department of Education is changing firom a regulatory agency which checks for 
compliance with federal/state legislation to an agency which supports teaching and creating 
networks between universities, education agencies, and schools (M. Haack, personal 
interview, April 17,1996). The four priorities shaping the future role of the Department of 
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Education in Iowa include: 
1) Creating curriculum models for math, science, English and language arts for school 
districts to use as a resource for establishing their own standards. 
2) Developing assessment systems, and teaching strategies to link curriculum design to 
classroom practice. 
3) Promoting state-wide professional development with Area Education Agency's and 
regents institutions. 
4) Creating awareness of standards and supporting curriculum frameworks developed by 
professional organizations. 
Iowa has ranked near the top in National Assessment of Educational Progress scores in 
reading and math. There is little pressure for state-level reform policies even though half of its 
students are not at the proficient level in reading and math, and there are glaring inequities 
among schools in the state (Wolk & Olson, 1997a). 
Oregon has been much more aggressive at the state level to push for curricular reforms 
and accountability (Oregon State Education Plan, 1996). In response to A Nation at Risk, the 
State of Oregon developed an Action Plan for Excellence which was adopted by the State 
Board of Education in June, 1984. The Essential Learning Skills and Common Curriculum 
Goals which were developed soon after, articulated basic skill expectations for students at 
grades 3,5, 8, and 11. In 1987, the Oregon State legislature enacted the School Improvement 
and Professional Development Act to develop lighthouse schools which would be piloting 
innovations while creating their own solutions to educational problenos. Since 1987, 
approximately half of the school districts in Oregon have participated in this program of local 
school site iimovation. 
In 1989, the Oregon State Legislature enacted the 21st Centuiy Schools Program, 
peraaitting waivers of stamtes, rules and contracts to promote educational flexibility, 
restructuring and accountability. In 1991, the Oregon Educational Act for the 21st Century 
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greatly expanded the use of waivers. This mandate provided ctiildren with a connected 
education pathway from their prekindergarten experience through their transition into the work 
force as a young adult. This sequence of educational objectives at grades 3,5,8, and 11, 
sometimes referred to as school to work programs, is related to the requirements for 
employment in the 21st Century. 
The Oregon State Legislature passed House Bill 3565, the Oregon Educational Act for the 
21st Century, in 1991. This was a major move towards competency based learning towards a 
Certificate of Initial Mastery and Certificated of Advanced Mastery and bench marked the 
Oregon Education System to world-class standards developed by the Department of Education. 
Oregon's Goals 2000 first year application, approved in 1994, initiated an on-going system 
review in order to align the state plan and state standards with the National Education Goals. 
In September, 1996 the state board of education officially adopted the standards through grade 
10. In 1998-1999 sophomores must meet a set standards on statewide assessments in reading 
and math. By 2002-2003 sophomores will have to meet standards in all nine subjects covered 
by the law (Olson, 1997b). 
Since 1991, the Oregon Department of Education has released three draft versions of the 
standards for U.S. History. There were substantial changes in how the standards were 
organized and categorized (less grouping by thinlcing skills and instead all thinking skills were 
listed under the category tided, "historical relationships"). The historical relationships, 
historical era's (the era's are taught sequentially through the grades), and social science 
analysis standards can be linked to the historical thinking skills and historical understandings as 
defined in the Standards. The State Board of Education adopted the standards for U.S. history 
through grade 10 in September of 1996, the standards through grade 12 in December of 1996, 
and they were published in 1997. 
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Teachers and Curriculum Reform 
Role of the teacher in curriculum reform 
The role of the teacher is fundamental in detennining the success of establishing 
academic standards. The teacher's crucial role and the power to make decisions in educational 
change are becoming increasingly accepted (Lightfoot, 1983; Sirotnik & Qark; 1988). One 
lesson from the national standards movement comes through clearly: improved teaching — the 
key to improved student learning — cannot be mandated by "top-down" reforms. Thus, the 
focus of reform is now shifting to the school and classroom level (Cawelti, 1995). 
The Standards are not meant to be used by teachers as a national curriculum guide. The 
national standards are volimtary guidelines for states and school districts to establish 
frameworks for building what is sometimes referred to as the "common core" curriculum. 
Within this firework teachers would have a large degree of freedom to develop lessons and 
materials to teach to the standards. A simple metaphor for how the standards were intended to 
be used would be the standards which architects must use for residential constraction and the 
many ways in which an architect can design a home. 
There are many researchers who support the role of teachers in developing the 
curriculum. According to Paris (1990), only classroom teachers have sufficient competence to 
be curriculum developers since they understand the structure of schooling and have had that 
understanding refined by direct experience (Marsh, 1995). Omstein claims that teachers are 
perhaps the most obvious professionals who should assume evaluation roles and have partial 
responsibility for program evaluation (Omstein & Hunkins, 1995). Lauren Resnick state that 
unless standards are held as personal goals — by teachers first, and eventually by smdents — 
little in the way of profound educational change can result from a standard-setting and 
assessment process (Resnick, 1994). Teachers would need to internalize higher standards but 
also have the freedom to evaluate what is appropriate for their particular situation. 
Research models have been developed to study teachers' participation in adopting and 
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implementing new curriculmn. Fagan (1991) and Esqueda (1993) smnmarize the literature 
about educational change models. They found that: 
1) Research on models used to bring about changes in instruction has focused on teacher 
adoption of innovations (Hall etd., 1979; Stein & Wang, 1988). 
2) Teachers need to be involved from the very onset of a project Proposed changes in 
their practice should address teachers' concerns (Hall & Loucks, 1978). 
3) Change must be viewed as a long-term, collaborative process (Berman & McLaughlin, 
1978; Hall & Hord, 1987). 
Characteristics which may affect adoptioii of a new innovation 
The review of literature by Fagan (1991) supports the existence of a relationship 
between certain teacher demographics and adoption proneness. Oscarson and Finch (1979) 
conducted a study to identify the method and activities that are most influential in determining 
the acceptance and use of an educational innovation. The independent variables identified as 
predictors (adoption-proneness) were teacher age, number of years of teaching, level of 
educational achievement, recency of professional education, professional publications read on 
monthly basis, and membership in professional organizations. Of all the variables studied, the 
number of professional publications read on a monthly basis was identified as one of the best 
predictors of adoption-proneness. Tye (1981), and Wangen et al (1982) found a relationship 
between innovativeness and willingness to change with membership in professional 
organizations. Punch and McAtee (1979); and Wangen et al (1982) found that teachers who 
were identified as innovators attended conferences and workshops and had published articles in 
professional journals. The level of education was found to be positively related to 
innovativeness by Wangen et al (1982). Punch and McAtee (1979) found that teachers who 
have acquired a sound knowledge about the innovation tend to support the implementation 
effort more than less knowledgeable teachers. 
In contrast George and Rutherford's (1980) study of teacher demographic variables 
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concluded that demographic variables investigated in their two studies had litde relationship 
with innovation implementation. Wangen et al. (1982) foimd a positive relationship between 
years of experience/teacher age and adoption-proneness and innovativeness. Berman and 
McLaughlin's (1978) study showed that a person's willingness to change was negatively 
affected by age. 
The research on effective teaching ia social studies education 
There is substantial evidence that the criteria for selecting the historical understanding 
the thinking skills expected in the Standards are in congmence with research on effective 
teaching methods in Social Studies. 
The Standards stress the importance of higher-order thinking outcomes such as 
analysis, interpretation, and value-conflict resolution. Newman notes that the central persistent 
problem in social studies education is that students are not likely to be engaged, in any 
sustained way, in any kind of higher-order thinking (Newman, 1988). A shallow approach to 
concept development in history is unlikely to develop the habits of mind relevant to the domain 
of history and to precipitate the learner's shift fix)m novice to expert thinking (Downey & 
Levstik, 1991). An extensive body of literature supports the contributions to motivation and 
learning when students are engaged in higher-order thinking (Shaver, 1995). 
Students taught with the jurispmdential approach will gain skills in the analysis of 
contemporary issues, have greater interest in those issues, and leam as much or more social 
studies content as students taught in a more traditional manner (Shaver, 1995). In 
jurisprudential teaching, students are involved in the in-depth consideration of public policy 
issues and issues of personal citizenship behavior. The standards for U.S. history emphasize 
the analysis of value-laden social issues. 
Research reviews over more than 30 years have attested to a growing body of 
knowledge about teaching students to think critically (Parker, 1991; Shaver, 1995). Students 
will better leam and use critical fhinldng skills and strategies if these skills and strategies are 
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taught explicitly in the context of content knowledge and with attention to their appropriate 
applications. The importance of teaching critical thinking skills is afGrmed in the Standards. 
The development of valid concepts (categories for grouping and understanding 
phenomena) has been the subject of extensive experimental research for the last 25 years 
(Shaver, 1995). Teaching strategies need to go beyond the identification and classification of 
concepts and towards having a better understanding of how a concept is used and how it relates 
to other relevant concepts (Stanley & Matthews, 1985; Martorella, 1991). Students need to see 
how particular infomiation fits into the larger domain of historical knowledge (Downey & 
Levstik, 1991). The central place of concept development in social studies education is 
supported by the emphasis on higher order thinking skills and use of concepts in the 
Standards. 
Reviews of research indicate that persons who lack cognitive sophistication and think in 
either-or terms are more likely to be prejudiced against minority groups; conversely, those who 
leam to avoid over-generalizations and stereotypical thinking are less likely to be prejudiced 
(Shaver, 1995). The Standards emphasize the importance of students' commitment to and 
comprehension of basic democratic values, the role of diversity in a democratic society, and 
reduction in xmfair discrimination against those who are different 
When students are involved in actively constructing their knowledge, with teacher 
guidance based on understanding of ±e subject matter and the conceptions and misconceptions 
that the students bring to the learning situation, learning will be both more meaningful and 
correct (Shaver, 1995). Constructivist teaching has had a solid foundation in the research 
findings of cognitive psychologists since the 1960s. Students' reflection upon the strategies 
used to acquire, construct, and manipulate knowledge with an in-depth study of a few 
important topics, may provide an avenue for meeting the twin objectives in social studies of 
knowledge and skiU learning (Parker, 1991). The Standards require that students constmct 
their own meanings, ideas, and knowledge, and encourage teachers to recognize and guide that 
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process. 
The factors which may affect the level of use of the Standards 
Research has found that teachers' use of an innovation is dependent on various factors. 
Louis and Dentler (1988) conducted a study on the extent to which teachers and others actually 
made use of information and training they received about a variety of changes being suggested 
for their classrooms. They found that key factors determining whether such knowledge is used 
include: 1) providing individual and organizational incentives; 2) allocating time to discuss and 
analyze the knowledge in group settings; and 3) making certain the information provided is 
"usable" from the practitioner's viewpoint. 
Successfiil utilization of the Standards may depend on teachers' perceptions of the 
Standards and on each teacher's philosophy for effective teachiog. Studies of effective 
implementation of a curricular change emphasize that success is dependent upon teachers' value 
of, belief in, and concem for its success (Hall & Hord, 1987). Pagan's study of the concems 
of secondary mathematics teachers in the implementation of the national standards for 
mathematics concluded that there were significant correlations between knowledge and use of 
the standards and philosophical consistency with the standards (Pagan, 1991). Bemal etal 
(1977) found fairly strong evidence that change can be explained or predicted through an 
adequate study of the perceptions of the teachers prior to the adoption or rejection of a project 
In the early 1970s, the Procedures for Adopting Educational Innovation (PAEI) 
Program at the University of Texas at Austin developed the Concems-Based Adoption Model 
(CBAM): a conceptualization of the way the concems of individual teachers change as they 
become familiar with and involved in new programs, processes, or educational practices in 
their schools (Hall & Hord, 1987). CBAM developed a diagnostic instrument which focuses 
on the behaviors that are or are not taking place in relation to the innovation. In one study the 
levels of use research found that a period of three to four years was necessary for the majority 
of teachers to move from nonuse to routine use of the innovation (Hall & Hord, 1987). 
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Utilization of the Sumdards would require major changes in the curriculum in most 
schools. Setting standards provides the mechanism for a data driven, result oriented model of 
schooling. The reality for most schools is that the results are not specified, and the curriculum 
is stable (English,1987). English notes that, "Most schools are not data driven at all. They are 
institutions which are time driven" (English, 1987). 
Summary of Review 
The following conclusions may be drawn from this review of literature. 
1) If the Sumdards are to have an intact in the classroom, teachers need to be an active 
participant in the implementation of curricular reform. 
2) There are several demographic variables which may be related to teachers' level of use 
of a new innovation like the Standards. These include participation in staff development on 
standards; staff attitude toward curriculum alignment; extent of curriculum renewal in district; 
age; years teaching experience; highest degree attained; recency of advanced professional 
education; subscription to professional journals; membership in professional organizations; 
attendance at conference sessions on standards; and knowledge of the iimovation. 
3) The Standards expect students to demonstrate historical thinking skills and historical 
understanding both of which are supported by research on effective teaching and raising 
student achievement in social studies. 
4) The adoption of a new curriculum is dependent upon practical considerations as weU as 
teachers' philosophical beliefs regarding the value they place on the innovation. 
5) State mandates for standards may have a significant affect on teachers levels of use on a 
new iimovation. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODS 
Objectives of the Study 
The objectives of this study were to: 1) conduct a self administered survey of a sample of 
secondary United States history teachers in Oregon and Iowa; 2) to analyze the resulting data to 
examine the factors affecting secondary teachers' levels of use of the Standards; 3) and to 
make recormnendations regarding the use of the Standards in the classroom. 
Methodology 
This study was a causal comparative or ex post facto type of research design (Borg & 
Gall, 1983). A questionnaire was sent to U.S. history teachers in Iowa and Oregon to 
investigate the factors which have affected secondary teachers' levels of use of the Standards. 
This survey research design provided for the systematic collection of data from all teachers in 
the sample population. Descriptions of the sample distribution over single variables, as well as 
the establishment of relationships between two or more of the variables, were obtained from 
descriptive and inferential statistical analyses. 
Subjects 
The target population for this smdy was ninth through twelfth grade United States history 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon. The sample population included those United States history 
teachers in districts selected from a stratified sample of school districts in Iowa and Oregon. 
Sampling Procedure 
The sample population was generated from lists of U.S. history teachers produced by the 
data processing divisions at the State Departments of Education in Iowa and Oregon. A 
randomly selected stratified sample was drawn from three categories of school districts in Iowa 
and Oregon. The categories of school districts were based on size as determined by the 
number of smdents in each school district. 
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Instrument 
The survey instrument consisted of four sections. Section one asked for information about 
the social and demographic characteristics of a teacher. Section two determined the teacher's 
philosophical consistency with the Standards. Section three measured a teacher's level of use 
of the Standards. Section four included an open ended section for teachers to write in any 
comments they wish to share about the Standards and the questionnaire. 
The social and demographic section of the questionnaire was ad^ted from Pagan's (1991) 
and Esqueda's (1993) study of teachers' concerns and use of the national standards for 
mathematics. The questions asked for social and demographic characteristics about teachers 
including: knowledge of the Standards', values and beliefs concerning effective teaching in 
social stodies; years of teaching experience; highest level of education attained; professional 
memberships; subscription to professional journals; interest in high quality standards; 
participation in staff development on the Standards', work on curriculum development with the 
Standards', perceptions about the district commitment to standards; and their support for the 
State Department of Education taking leadership in establishing high quality standards. 
The philosophy section of the questiormaire was used to determine teachers' philosophical 
consistency with the Standards. This instrument was used to assess the level of agreement 
teachers have with the historical thinking skills and historical understandings in the Standards 
which were the basis for selecting the content in the Standards. 
The section on levels of use was derived from the Concems-Based Adoption Model (Hall 
et al., 1973) and consisted of soliciting responses from 24 items on a 7-point Likert scale. The 
Levels of Use dimension of the Concems-Based Adoption Model produced by the Research 
and Development Center for Teacher Education at the University of Texas described "what a 
teacher is doing or not doing in relation to the iimovation" (Hall & Hord, 1987). The validity 
of the Levels of Use instrument used in the CBAM has been confirmed in studies by Hall et al. 
(1979). This section was developed according to the definitions for levels of use developed by 
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Loucks etal. (1975). 
Another means to measure the level of use of the Standards would have been to conq)lete a 
curriculum audit of the school. The data base for this type of audit would consist of (1) 
documents, (2) interviews, and (3) site visitations (English, 1987). This type of audit would 
be more appropriate for a smdy of an individual school or small number of schools but not for 
a large number of teachers in many different schools. 
The final section of the questionnaire left an opportunity for teachers to make comments 
related to the Standards in general, and to the questionnaire. One purpose of the comments 
section of the questioimaire was to enable the researcher to judge whether the respondents felt 
that the instrument could measure what it had intended to measure. The comments made by 
teachers on the open ended section of the questionnaire were categorized and related to the 
hypotheses as a means of adding reliability to the other sections of the questioimaire. 
The questioimaire was evaluated by a review panel of experts on social studies education 
for comments on the validity of the instrument. These selected individuals included Claire 
Keller, Professor of history and teacher education at Iowa State University; Jim Duea, high 
school United States history teacher in Ames, Iowa; Nina Cairen, Director of Curriculum in 
Ames Public Schools in Ames, Iowa; Mari Kemis, Research Associate at the Research Institute 
for Smdies in Education at Iowa State University; and Carol Brown, Social Smdies Supervisor 
in Des Moines Public Schools, Des Moines, Iowa. Specific comments were noted and 
appropriate revisions made to improve content validity as suggested by Borg and Gall (1983). 
Procedures followed 
The proposal for research was submitted to the Human Subjects Review Committee at 
Iowa State University for approval of the study. Procedures for ensuring confidentiality, 
protection of subjects firom harm, and for informed consent were specified in the request for 
approval of the study. Permission to use the Levels of Use instrument (Loucks et al, 1975) to 
develop the 24 items on the levels of use section of the questionnaire was granted by Susan 
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Loucks-Horsley (S. Loucks-Horsley, personal interview, November 2, 1996). 
A copy of the questionnaire and cover letter explaining the purpose of the study was sent to 
teachers selected in the stratified sampling of schools in Iowa and Oregon. The cover letter 
included a statement of purpose, the benefits of participating in this study, the voluntary 
informed consent of the teacher, the confidentiality of all the data and names of those 
participating in the study, the name of the major professor assisting with this study, and the 
source to contact with any questions about the study. A monetary incentive of one dollar was 
enclosed to encourage participation and show fhanlcs to the teacher for their participation in the 
study. Postage-paid envelopes were provided to retum the questionnaires. 
A follow-up letter was sent to teachers who had not responded to the first mailing of the 
questioimaire. This mailing was sent directly to the school districts via FAX. 
Protection of rights of human subjects 
The completion of the questiormaire was volimtary and constituted consent for participation 
in the research project The questionnaire was coded to provide identification of respondents 
who need to receive foUow-up letters. AH questionnaires were kept secure through the 
duration of the study and will be destroyed immediately following completion of the data 
analysis and final writing. 
Data Analysis 
Data from the survey were analyzed using JMP IN statistical software by S AS Instimte 
Inc. (Sail & Lehman, 1996). 
Descriptive statistics 
The statistical procedures and tests plarmed for this study included descriptive statistics 
such as frequency, mean, and standard deviations of the independent and dependent variables. 
These descriptive statistics were used to generate tables which were then presented in Chapter 4 
in the order of the research questions and hypotheses. 
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Inferential statistics 
Inferential statistical procedures used in this study included: analysis of variance, t-tests, 
chi-square, Bardett tests for equal variance, and Wilcoxon and Kruskal-Wallis tests to study 
the relationships between variables. The level of significance for a Type 1 error was set at 
p<05 level of significance. Spearman rho correlations were used to determine the strength of 
the relationships between the independent variables and teachers' levels of use of the 
Standards. A stepwise multiple regression was used to determine if multiple independent 
variables could predict teachers' levels of use of the Standards. 
Independent variables 
The data for the independent variables in this study were collected in the first two sections 
of the questionnaire. The first section of the questioimaire requested that teachers provide 
information which would describe their social and demographic characteristics related to this 
study. The second section was used to assess the level of agreement teachers have with the 
historical thinking skills and historical understandings which guided the construction of the 
Standards. 
Dependent variable 
Teachers' ranking of their level of use of the Standards was used as the dependent variable 
for this study. Teachers were categorized as being in the non-user, orientation, preparation, 
mechanical use, routine use, refinement, integration, or renewal levels of use of an innovation. 
A brief description of teachers' behaviors at each level of use is presented in Figure 2. 
Hypotheses 
Research Question 1: What social and demographic characteristics of teachers are related to 
higher levels of use of the Standards'! 
Ha(l): Selected social and demographic characteristics are related to the levels of use of the 
Standards among United States History teachers. 
Are you using 
the innovation? 
Behavior of Teachers at Different Levels of Use of the Standards 
No U- Non-use I 
Are you currently looking for 
No fes 
Have you decided to use it and 
set a date to begin use? 
2. Orientation I 
Yes 
What kinds of 
changes are you 
making in your use 
of the innovation? 
|3. Preparation | 
User-oriented 14. Mechanical use | 
Mastery-oriented )5 Routinel 
Impact-oriented 
No 
|6. Refinementl 
No 
7. Integration & 
Collaboration 
1 Are you coordinating 
your use of the 
innovation with other 
users, including another 
not in your original 
[group of users? 
Yes 
Are you planning 
or exploring 
making major 
modifications or 
replacing the 
innovation? Yes 
18. Renewal | 
Figure 2. Levels of Use of the Standards 
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Ho: There is no relationship between social and-demogr^hic characteristics and the levels 
of use of the Standards. 
Ha(la): The greater the teacher's knowledge of the Standards, the higher the level of 
use of the Standards. 
Ha(Ib): Teachers who have a higher degree of agreement with the criteria used to 
select the content and teaching methods for the Standards will have a higher levels 
of use of the Standards. 
Ha(lc): The greater the number of years of teaching experience the teacher has, the 
lower the level of use of the Standards. 
Ha(ld): The higher the degree attained by the teacher, the higher the level of use of the 
Standards. 
Ha(le): The more subscriptions to professional journals held by the teacher, the higher 
the level of use of the Standards. 
Ha(lf): Membership in professional organizations by a teacher would be positively 
correlated with a higher level of use of the Standards. 
Research Question 2: Is there any relationship between schools' or state department of 
educations' commitment to establishing high quality standards and teachers' level of use of the 
Standards! 
Ha(2): Teachers that work in schools or states with a department of education which have a 
greater conmiitment to establishing high quality standards have higher levels of use of 
the Standards. 
Ho: There is no relationship between schools or state departments of education which have 
a greater commitment to establishing high quality standards and teachers' levels of use 
of the Standards. 
Ha(2a): The more positive the staff attitude toward curriculum aligimient with high 
quality standards as perceived by the teacher, the higher levels of use of the 
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Standards. 
Ha(2b): Teachers who participate in staff development on standards, have higher levels 
of use of the Standards. 
Ha(2c): The greater the extent of curriculum renewal in the school district, the higher 
the levels of use of the Standards. 
Ha(2d): Teachers who work in a school district with a stronger commitment to 
establishing high quality standards have higher levels of use of the Standards than 
teachers in other districts. 
Ha(2e): Teachers who have a strong agreement with the need for the state department 
of education to establish standards in U.S. history will have higher levels of use of 
the Standards. 
Research Question 3: Are there any differences in the level of use of the Standards for 
teaching United States history between teachers in Iowa and Oregon, and what factors may 
explain those differences? 
Ha(3): Teachers in Oregon have are more likely to be using the Standards than teachers in 
Iowa. 
Ho: There is no difference in the levels of use of the Standards between teachers in Iowa 
or Oregon. 
Ha(3a): Teachers in Oregon have higher levels of use of the Standards for teaching 
United States history than teachers in Iowa. 
Ha(3b); Teachers in Oregon have a greater knowledge of the Standards than teachers in 
Iowa. 
Ha(3c); Teachers in Oregon work in districts which have a greater extent of 
collaboration than teachers in Iowa. 
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Basic Assumptions 
1. The Standards document is a recent educational irmovation which may take several 
years before it becomes institutionalized. 
2. The historical thinking skills and historical understandings used in the Standards reflect 
research on important attributes necessary to increase student achievement in social studies. 
3. Subjects will truthfully identify and report their values and beliefs about effective 
teaching or what they believe they ought to be doing with students in the classroom. 
4. The sample population reflects the general population of teachers in Iowa and Oregon. 
5. The Concem-Based Adoption Model is appropriate for investigating and analyzing the 
levels of use among secondary United States history teachers implementing the Standards. 
6. Teachers in Oregon are more likely to be knowledgeable of the Standards and to have 
participated in professional activities using part or all of the Standards than teachers in Iowa. 
7. Teachers move progressively higher on the levels of use scale as they become more 
knowledgeable and proficient with the utilization of the Standards as a guide for developing 
lessons for U.S. history. 
Delimitations 
1) This study would be limited to ninth to twelfth grade United States history teachers in 
Iowa and Oregon. 
2) Many teachers may not have even read the National Standards for U.S. history because 
they were very controversial and lacked broad public support. 
3) The demographic and philosophical sections of this study will have undergone only 
limited testing for reliability, bias, and content validity. 
4) One characteristic weakness of the self report method of collecting data is that it has a 
lower degree of validity than interview and observation methods. 
5) The greatest threat to the reliability of the questionnaire is the return rate of the survey 
from teachers. The standard error of measurement is a function of heterogeneity. A greater 
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number of teachers returning the questionnaire will have a potentially higher reliability 
coefficient for the results. 
6) Interpretations of causal-comparative findings are limited because the researcher does not 
know whether a particular variable is a cause or result of the behavior pattern being studied or 
if there is a third factor affecting the dependent variable (Borg & Gall, 1983). 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
Qiapter four is organized around four major sections. The first section includes a 
descriptive analysis of the sample population and the response rate to the questionnaire. The 
second section describes teachers' levels of use of the Standards. The third section includes 
the descriptive and inferential analyses of each hypothesis. The last section involves the 
categorization and interpretation of the responses to the open-ended items in the questionnaire. 
Data were collected using a 51-item questionnaire which consisted of four parts. Part one 
requested information about the social and-demographic characteristics of each teacher. Part 
two was used to determine teachers' philosophical consistency with the criteria used to develop 
the Standards. Responses on part three of the questionnaire were used to assign a ranking for 
each teacher's level of use of the Standards. Part four provided an opportunity for teachers to 
respond to five open ended questions about the Standards. 
Descriptive Analysis of the Sample Population 
Description of the target population 
Only U.S. History teachers in the ninth through twelfth grades were included in the sample 
population. Teachers in ±e sixth through eighth grades were not included because of 
inconsistencies in the reporting of U.S. history teachers in the Oregon School Directory and the 
limited number of schools which offer a course in U.S. history in Iowa at those grade levels. 
In Oregon, many of the U.S. history teachers in the sixth through eighth grades do not 
report themselves as social studies teachers. Many school districts in Oregon provide only K-
eighth grade level education. Even though U.S. history is traditionally taught in the 8th grade 
most of these districts do not list having any social studies teachers. Mary Jean Katz, the 
Social Smdies Supervisor at the Oregon Department of Education, states that many of the 
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teachers in K-eighth grades do not consider themselves subject area teachers (M. J. Katz, 
personal interview, November 15, 1996). In Iowa, U.S. history is taught in 6-8th grades in 
some school districts and not at all in others. Only about 20 percent of the U.S. history 
teachers in Iowa are in grades 6-8. 
In addition to the inconsistencies in the reporting of U.S. history teachers, Oregon is also 
phasing out the K-eighth grade school districts in 1997-1998. Any conclusions or 
recommendations about K-8th grade school districts in Oregon would be irrelevant by the time 
this study is completed. 
Description of stratified random sample 
Gary McCoy, at the data processing division at the Department of Education in Iowa, 
produced a 20 percent random sample of U.S. history teachers in seven different sized 
districts. These seven sized districts were collapsed into three categories by size in order to 
produce fairly even numbers of teachers from each level by size category in Iowa. There were 
some irregularities in the listing of U.S. history teachers produced by the Iowa Department of 
Education. Some teachers who are presently teaching U.S. history were not included and 
others who were listed had retired up to three years ago. 
The following process was used to select ±e sample population of U.S. history teachers in 
Oregon. Tom Cook, at the data processing division at the Department of Education in Oregon, 
generated a data base listing social studies teachers. This group was not differentiated into 
teachers of economics, history, government, etc. The list of social studies teachers in Oregon 
was first separated and grouped into the three district size categories. These groups of teachers 
were ordered alphabetically first by district and then by the teacher's last name. After this was 
completed every fifth teacher was selected to produce a random 20 percent sample. The final 
identification of U.S. history teachers within this random sample was made by phone calls to 
each school district. Table 1 describes the results of this procedure. After closer examination it 
was found that the original listing of social studies teachers from Oregon did not include 
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Table 1. Selection of random sample of U.S. history teachers in Oregon 
Size of District Population of 
all Social 
Studies 
teachers 
20% Random 
Sample 
Identified 
Non-U.S. 
History teachers 
Medical, 
Sabbatical, 
retired, 
transfer, 
etc. 
Random 
Sample of 
U.S. 
History 
teachers 
1. 0-749 89 17 4 0 13 
2. 750-
2999 
253 50 20 4 26 
3. 3000- 627 124 42 12 70 
55000 
Alternative High schools, grades 9-11 schools, and some special high schools such as arts or 
communication high schools. 
The random selection of U.S. history teachers in Oregon is a subset from the randomly 
selected list of social studies teachers in Oregon. Although there is a fairly equal distribution of 
teachers in each of the three sizes of school districts in Iowa, there was an unequal distribution 
of U.S. history teachers in Oregon. These differences are shown in Table 2. 
Table 2. Stratified sample of U.S. history teachers in Iowa and Oregon 
Size of 
District 
Oregon: 
Number of 
Districts'^  
Iowa: 
Number of 
Districts 
Oregon: 
Total 9-12 
Teachers*^ 
Iowa: 
Total 9-12 
Teachers*' 
Oregon: 
Sample^ 
Iowa: 
Sample^ 
1. 0-749 73 199 88 239 13 48 
2. 750-
2999 
68 126 253 238 26 48 
3. 3000- 37 22 627 213 70 43 
55000 
Total San^le 109 142 
aNo private or church related school teachers were included in the sample population. 
bThis number does not include K-8th grade districts. 
cThese numbers include ^ social smdies teachers in Oregon. 
dThese numbers include only U.S. history teachers in Iowa. 
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Description of response rates and useable responses 
In November and December of 1996, questionnaires were sent to 251 U.S. history 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon. Completed questionnaires were returned by 151 teachers for a 
retum rate of 66%. For several reasons a few questionnaires were not useable. Teachers who 
were not teaching U.S. history were deleted from the database because only those teachers 
who are currently teaching U.S. history would have had the opportunity to use the Standards 
which were first published in 1994 and then revised in 1996. A few questionnaires were 
deleted which were not completed as directed. If teachers did not follow the instructions as 
directed, then, in some cases, their early responses invalidated responses in subsequent parts 
of the questionnaire. The withdrawal of these unusable questionnaires reduced the useable 
retum rate to 60 percent as shown in Table 3. 
Table 3. Response rates and useable responses 
State Surveys 
Sent 
Surveys 
Returned 
Not presently 
teaching U.S. 
history 
Non-useable 
question­
naires 
Remaining 
useable 
question­
naires 
Iowa 142 93 5 2 86 
65% 61% 
Oregon 109 72 6 1 65 
66% 60% 
Total 251 165 
66% 
11 3 151 
60% 
Teachers' Level of Use of the Standards 
Teachers rates of use or non-use of the Standards 
Teachers were asked if they are using the Standards. If they were not using the Standards 
they were asked to rate themselves on statements one through nine. If they were using the 
Standards they were asked to skip statements one through nine and to rate themselves on 
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Table 4. Teachers' rates of use or non-use of the Standards 
Yes No N 
Iowa 16 69 85 
19% 81% 
Oregon 10 55 65 
15% 85% 
Total 26 124 150 
17% 83% 
statements ten through twenty-four. Table 4 shows the numbers and percentage of 
respondents in Iowa and Oregon who are using and not using the Standards. 
There is very little difference (only four percent) between the number of teachers in Iowa 
and Oregon who are using the Standards. The great majority of respondents in Iowa and 
Oregon, 83 percent, are not using the Standards . 
Characteristics of teachers in levels one through three 
Statements one through nine reflect characteristic behaviors of teachers at the first three 
levels of use of the Standards. At level one teachers are not using the Standards and do not 
expect to use them in the future; at level two they are studying materials about the Standards-, 
and at level three they are getting organized to use the Standards in the near future. Having a 
high rating in one level does not exclude a teacher fix)m having a high level at another level. A 
teacher could both be studying materials about the Standards and getting organized to use the 
Standards in the near future. Teachers ratings on statements one through nine are described in 
Table 5. 
Respondents rate themselves very low on all nine characteristics for teachers in the first to 
third level of use of the Standards. The mean on all the questions, except for the first question, 
ranges between 1.5 and 2.5. From 43 percent to 70 percent of all teachers rate themselves on 
the lowest level "Not true of me at all" for all six questions in levels two and three. Very few 
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Table 5. Characteristics of teachers that do not use the Standards 
Not true Seldom Some Fairly Often Very N Mean S.D. 
of mie at true of times often true of true of 
all me true of true me me 
me of me 
Level 
l=Non-use 
1. I have not used IA=23% 20% 27% 12% 11% 8% 66 2.90 1.54 
the Standards and OR=37% 6% 26% 9% 11% 11% 54 2.85 1.76 
have no plans 
to 
2. I don't IA=38% 23% 17% 8% 1% 23% 66 2.10 1.21 
expect to leam 0R=61% 19% 9% 4% 7% 0% 54 1.77 1.22 
an3rthing about 
the Standards 
3. I've heard IA=29% 31% 19% 12% 7% 1% 68 2.41 1.31 
about the OR=57% 9% 19% 6% 7% 2% 54 2.01 1.41 
fstanHards but at 
this time I'm not 
interested in 
learning any more 
about them 
Level 
2=:Orientation 
4. I've set aside IA=46% 28% 18% 7% 0% 1% 68 1.92 1.08 
time to study OR=44% 28% 15% 9% 2% 2% 54 2.02 1.21 
materials about 
the Staoda^ and 
have talked to 
people about the 
possibility of 
using them 
5. I have looked IA=46% 21% 15% 9% 7% 1% 67 2.15 1.37 
at materials OR=43% 9% 25% 11% 4% 8% 53 2.45 1.59 
pertaining to the 
•^tanHarHs and am 
considering 
using them 
some time in the 
future 
52 
Tables, (continued) 
Not true Seldom Some Fairly Often Very N Mean S.D. 
of me at traeof times often traeof traeof 
all me true of 
me 
true 
of me 
me me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. Fve attended IA=70% 9% 7% 3% 1% 10% 69 1.88 1.63 
a workshop or sat OR=76% 9% 6% 7% 0% 2% 54 1.52 1.09 
in on a class 
where teachers 
are using the 
Standards 
Level 
3=Preparation 
7. Fve looked IA=66% 19% 12% 1% 0% 1% 68 1.54 .94 
through all the OR=68% 17% 11% 2% 2% 0% 53 1.47 .80 
materials and am 
getting 
organized to 
use the Standards 
8. I'm going to IA=60% 15% 13% 6% 3% 3% 68 1.85 1.31 
start using the OR=68% 21% 8% 4% 0% 0% 53 1.53 .91 
Standards next 
semester or in the 
near future 
9. I have sought IA=62% 16% 12% 7% 1% 1% 69 1.74 1.16 
information and OR=65% 19% 7% 9% 0% 4% 54 1.80 1.28 
resources related 
to preparation for 
use of the 
Standards in my 
own setting 
participants, ranging from one to eleven percent of the teachers in each state, rate themselves as 
being "Often true of me" or "Very tme of me" for statements four through nine. This indicates 
that most respondents are not informing themselves about the Standards and are not preparing 
to use the Standards in the near future. 
On the first level of use, "Non-use", teachers appeared to give incongraent responses in 
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comparison to their responses on the other six questions. The consistently low ratings on all 
nine questions appears incongruent with the ratings at other levels. For example, if a teacher 
has not set aside time to study materials Oevel two) or is not planning to use the Standards in 
the fiature (level three); then it would seem reasonable that they would be more likely to rate 
themselves higher for having no plans to use or interest in learning about the Standards (level 
one). Since most respondents ranked themselves low on statements four through nine it would 
be expected that they would rank themselves higher on questions one through three. This was 
not evident in the teachers' ratings in Table 5. The average mean for all teachers on questions 
four through nine was 1.82, which is less than a rating of "Seldom true of me" on those 
statements. The average mean for all teachers on questions one through three was 2.33 which 
is just slightly higher than a rating of "Seldom true of me" on those statements. This lack of 
variation may be due to some confusion in having questiotis one through three being written in 
the negative form and statements four through six being placed in the affirmative. 
Respondents in Iowa and Oregon have very similar ratings for their use of the Standards. 
The teachers ratings on the statements at the orientation and preparation levels of use vary by 
less than 10 percent The mean scores and standard deviation are also very similar. 
Characteristics of teachers in levels four through eight 
Statements ten through twenty-four reflect characteristic behaviors of teachers use of the 
Standards at levels four through eight. As teachers instimtionalize a new innovation they 
progress from a mechanical application of the Standards to the routine and refinement levels of 
their use of the Standards (Lx)ucks, 1979). The integration level of use involves more 
collaboration with other teachers on how to use the Standards. The renewal level of use 
involves combining the Standards with other curricular innovations. Teachers' ratings on 
statements describing their levels of use of the Standards are provided in Table 6. 
Respondents from Iowa and Oregon give the greatest number of high ratings to statements 
at the refinement level of use of the Standards. Over forty percent of the teachers rate 
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Table 6. Characteristics of teachers that do use the Standards 
Not true Seldom 
of me at true of 
all me 
1 2 
Some- Fairly 
times often 
true of true of 
me me 
3 4 
Often Very 
true of trae 
me of me 
5 6 
N Mean S.D. 
.97 
.88 
Level 
4=Mechanical 
10. I have tried IA=0% 38% 31% 25% 6% 0% 16 3.00 
to master the OR=0% 10% 10% 60% 20% 0% 10 3.90 
tasks required 
to use the 
StanHards in mv 
U. S. History 
classes 
11. I have made IA=6% 6% 31% 44% 12% 0% 16 3.50 1.03 
an effort to OR=0% 0% 20% 40% 30% 10% 10 4.30 .95 
organize my 
materials to use 
the Standards in 
my classes 
12. I have 
attempted to 
incorporate 
thft Standards 
into my next 
day's lesson and 
haven't had time 
to plan for how 
I use the 
Standards np.Yt 
month or 
semester 
Level 
5=Routine 
13. lam 
comfortable 
using the 
Standards to 
teach U. S. 
History 
IA=7% 21% 
OR=IO% 40% 
29% 
10% 
36% 
20% 
7% 
20% 
0% 
0% 
14 
10 
IA=6% 0% 
OR=0% 10% 
4% 
20% 
38% 
30% 
31% 
20% 
0% 
20% 
3.14 
3.00 
1.10 
1.14 
16 3.50 .97 
10 4.20 1.32 
Table 6. (continued) 
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Not true Sel- Some- Fairly Often Very N Mean S.D. 
of meat dom times often true of true 
aU trae true of trae of me of me 
of me me me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. lean IA=13% 13% 
anticipate how 0R= 0% 10% 
the students will 
react to, as well 
as what they are 
likely to gain in 
the long run 
from, ±e way I 
use the 
Standards 
40% 
20% 
20% 
20% 
13% 
30% 
0% 
20% 
15 
10 
3.07 1.22 
4.30 1.34 
15. I plan to use 
the Standard 
very much Uke 
I did last 
semester or last 
year 
Level 
6=Rennement 
16. I have 
explored and 
experimented 
witti alternative 
combinations of 
the Standards in 
my existing 
teaching 
practices 
17. I've 
changed my 
use of the 
Standards based 
on student 
reactions and the 
results of tests 
on material 
covered by the 
Standards 
IA=6% 
OR=0% 
20% 
20% 
20% 
10% 
27% 
30% 
27% 
20% 
0% 
20% 
15 
10 
IA=0% 
OR=0% 
20% 
0% 
13% 
20% 
27% 
20% 
40% 
20% 
0% 
40% 
15 
10 
IA=13% 
OR=10% 
13% 
0% 
20% 
10% 
20% 
30% 
13% 
40% 
20% 
10% 
15 
10 
3.47 1.30 
4.10 1.45 
3.87 
4.80 
1.19 
1.23 
3.67 1.72 
4.20 1.40 
Table 6. (continued) 
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Not true Seldom Some­ Fairly Often Very N Mean S.D. 
of meat true of times often true of true 
all me true of true of me of me 
me me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. I'm IA=60% 20% 7% 13% 0% 0% 15 1.73 1.10 
collecting OR=10% 20% 30% 10% 20% 10% 10 3.40 1.58 
formal data 
along with my 
observations of 
student success 
or frustrations 
with learning the 
content in the 
Standards. 
Level 
7=Iiitegration 
19. I have IA=13% 20% 33% 33% 13% 0% 15 3.00 1.25 
collaborated OR=10% 20% 20% 20% 10% 20% 10 3.60 1.71 
with other 
faculty to decide 
on how to use 
the Standards 
20. I have made IA= 7% 21% 43% 14% 14% 0% 14 3.07 1.14 
changesinthe OR=ll% 22% 11% 33% 11% 11% 9 3.44 1.59 
use of the 
Standards in 
coordination 
with other 
faculty 
21. I have IA=13% 47% 13% 13% 13% 0% 15 2.67 1.29 
worked with OR=30% 20% 10% 20% 10% 10% 10 2.90 1.79 
other teachers 
on how to 
increase student 
achievement 
through use of 
the Standards 
Table 6. (continued) 
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Nottrae Seldom Some- Fairly Often Very N Mean S.D. 
of me at traeof times often true of trae 
all me true of true of me of me 
me me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Level 
8=Renewal 
22. I've done IA=47% 33% 13% 0% 7% 0% 15 1.87 1.12 
some evaluation OR=30% 20% 0% 20% 10% 20% 10 3.20 2.04 
of the Standards 
in terms of 
effects on 
smdents, and 
I'm wondering 
about 
replacing it 
with another 
innovation in the 
same area 
23. I'm 
seriously 
considering 
combining 
another 
innovation 
with my use of 
the Standard 
24. I know 
several ways 
other 
innovations 
might 
enhance my 
use of the 
Standards 
which may 
result in better 
student 
outcomes 
IA=20% 20% 27% 13% 20% 0% 15 2.93 1.44 
OR=20% 0% 20% 20% 10% 30% 10 3.90 1.91 
IA=13% 27% 27% 13% 20% 0% 15 3.00 1.36 
OR=30% 0% 0% 30% 30% 10% 10 3.60 1.90 
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statements 16 and 17 as either "Often true of me" or "Very true of me." Statement 16 deals 
with experimenting with the Standards in existing teaching practices; and 17 deals with 
changing their use of the Standards based on student reactions and results. This indicates that 
many respondents who are using the Standards are doing so on an experimental basis and 
adapting the use of the Standards based on their practice in school. 
Respondents from Iowa and Oregon give the greatest number of low ratings to statements 
18,21, and 22. Over 48 percent of the teachers rate themselves as "Not tme of me at all" or 
"Seldom true of me", to statements 18,21, and 22. Statement 18 deals with collecting formal 
data on student achievement, 21 deals with working with other teachers on increasing smdent 
achievement, and 22 deals with evaluation of the Standards in terms of effects on student 
achievement All three statements deal with assessment of student achievement on learning the 
content in the Standards. Low ratings on these statements indicate that respondents have not 
had much success or experience assessing smdent achievement on the content in the Standards. 
The mean scores for statements 18 and 22 for teachers in Oregon were approximately one and a 
half points higher than teachers in Iowa on the six point scale. 
The low number of responses makes it diflBcult to compare significant differences between 
ratings from teachers in Iowa and Oregon. The total number of teacher responses ranges from 
23 to 26 on each of the questions 10 through 24. One noticeable difference was that a higher 
percentage of teachers in Oregon rated themselves as five or six, "Often trae of me" or "Very 
tme of me", than teachers in Iowa on all fifteen items on this section of the questionnaire. 
Teacher's rank on level of use of the Standards 
Teachers were assigned a rank based on their highest level of use of the Standards. This 
was achieved by comparing the means of a teacher's rating on the three statements at each level 
of use of the Standards. A teacher was assigned a rank by finding a high mean at the highest 
level of use. A mean score which was higher than 2.0 was used to indicate whether a teacher 
was using the Standards as described at each particular level of use. If a teacher had no mean 
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score above 2.0 they were assigned to level one by default. This was due to the confusion 
which may have existed in the teachers' perceptions of how to score the first three questions as 
described earlier in the section titled, "Characteristics of Teachers in levels One through Three." 
A comparison of the mean scores and the responses to each item at each level was made to 
check for consistency within each level of use. The scores did not vary more than two points 
on the scale fix>m one to six which indicates a fairly consistent rating on all three characteristics 
at each level of use as shown in Table 7. 
Table 7. Mean ratings of teachers at each level of use of the Standards 
Level® N Mean^ S.D. 
Non-use 68 2.65 1.18 
Orientation 26 3.01 .68 
Preparation 25 3.21 .78 
Mechanical 2 3.17 .71 
Routine 1 4.33 — 
Refinement 3 3.67 .58 
Integration 4 3.50 .64 
Renewal 16 3.85 1.12 
aDefinitions of levels of use (Loucks, 1975) can be found pages 5 and 6. 
bMean of respotises on Likert scale firom one to six. 
(l=Not true of me at all; 2=Seldom true of me; 3=Some times true of me; 4=Fairly often 
true of me; 5=0ften true of me; 6=Very true of me.) 
Descriptive and Inferential Analyses of Hypotheses 
The following set of fifteen statistical tests is presented in the order in which the research 
questions and related hypotheses are outlined in the appendix. There are six hypotheses 
dealing with the social and demogr^hic characteristics of teachers, five hypotheses dealing 
with schools' or states' commitments to establishing high quality standards, and three 
hypotheses dealing with differences between Iowa and Oregon. Finally a multiple regression 
is used to measure the relationship between a group of variables and teachers' level of use of 
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the Standards. 
The findings are presented in the order of the research questions and hypotheses listed on 
page 40. Along with each hypothesis is the item(s) fix)tn the questionnaire which were used to 
collect the data for the analysis. As much as possible the data are disaggregated into teachers 
from Iowa and Oregon. The independent and dependent variables used for this study are 
outlined on page 103. 
Social and demographic characteristics 
Teacher's responses to items in part one of the questionnaire were used to define the social 
and demographic characteristics of teachers. The first two hypotheses required sociological 
type of information such as a teacher's assessment of their own knowledge about the 
Stcmdards, and values and beliefs about effective teaching. The next four hypotheses required 
demographic information about teachers such as their years of teaching experience, highest 
degree earned, subscription to professional journals, and membership in professional 
organizations. 
Knowledge of the Standards 
Teachers were asked to rate themselves using the following question on the degree of 
knowledge they perceived themselves to have about the Standards. 
9. Mv knowledge of the Standards is: 
No ^owledge Much knowledge 
1 2 3 4 5 
There is little difference between the respondents' knowledge of the Standards in Iowa and 
Oregon and most respondents have little or no knowledge of the Standards. The difference 
between Iowa and Oregon at each level on the Likert scale varies no more than three per cent of 
the total responses for each state. Only fifteen per cent of respondents rank themselves as 
having high or much knowledge of the Standards (rank 4 or 5); whereas fifty-nine per cent 
rank themselves as having little or no knowledge of the Standards (rank 1 or 2). The 
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Table 8. Teachers' knowledge of the Standards 
Group 
No 
Know­
ledge 
1 2 3 4 
Much 
Know­
ledge 
5 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 24 27 23 12 0 86 2.267 1.022 
28% 31% 27% 14% 0% 
Oregon 17 18 18 8 3 64 2.406 1.151 
27% 28% 28% 13% 5% 
Total 44 
29% 
45 
30% 
41 
27% 
20 
13% 
3 
2% 
150 2.327 1.078 
distribution of responses, the mean and standard deviation from this question is presented in 
Table 8. 
Teachers were categorized as having either a low or high degree of knowledge of the 
Standards to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha( la): The greater the teacher's knowledge of standards, the higher the level of use of the 
Standards. 
Teachers were categorized on a nominal scale as having a high degree of knowledge of the 
Standards if they rated themselves as a three, four, or five on the Likert scale from one to five. 
Teachers who rated thenoselves as a one or two were labeled as having a low degree of 
knowledge of the Standards. 
The independent t-test found a significant relationship between the group means of 
respondents' levels of use of the Standards and their knowledge of the Standards. The results 
showed that a teacher's knowledge of the Standards significantly increased a teacher's level of 
use of the Standards, t(I46)=7.192, p<.05. The relationship between a teacher's knowledge 
and level of use was also significant for teachers in each state; in Iowa, t(83)=6.182, p<.05; 
and in Oregon, t(61)=3.940, p<.05. These results are displayed in Table 9. 
A correlational analysis of the magnitude of the relationship between a teacher's knowledge 
of the Standards and their level of use of the Standards was completed to supplement the 
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Table 9. Teachers' knowledge of the Standards and their levels of use of the Standards 
Groups N Mean^ S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
High 34 4.235 2.818 6.182 83 <.00005* 
Low 51 1.588 0.983 
Oregon 
High 29 3.655 2.716 3.940 61 <.0001* 
Low 34 1.589 1.305 
Total 
High 63 3.968 2.765 7.192 146 <.00005* 
Low 85 1.588 1.116 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. 
bLow=score of <3 on Likert scale of 1 to 5; High-score of >3 on Likert scale of 1 to 5. 
•Alpha is significant at p<.05. 
findings on the independent t-tests. The Pearson product-moment correlation test foimd that a 
respondents's knowledge of the Standards contributed significantly to increasing a teacher's 
level of use of the Standards, r(l, 146)=96.4684, P<.05. The Spearman rho correlation was 
computed to find the rank-difference correlation (rfio) on the same variables and found a strong 
positive correlation coefficient of0.6422 at p<.05. 
Philosophical agreement with Standards 
Teachers were asked to rate themselves on eight statements which were used by the 
National History Standards Project to select the content and teaching methods in the Standards. 
These statements are philosophical in the sense that they reflect the values and beliefs 
concerning effective teaching in history. The following is an example of one statement firom 
the philosophical section of the questionnaire: 
1. Standards in U.S. history should be intellectually demanding, reflect the best historical 
scholarship, and promote active questioning and learning rather than passive absorption of 
facts, dates, and names. 
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The following Likert scale was used for rating teacher's agreement with the philosophical 
statements; 
Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree Agree 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
Respondents have a high levels of agreement with the philosophical statements about what 
skills in historical reasoning, values and policy analysis are essential for all students to achieve. 
The means for teachers in Iowa and Oregon are very similar and indicate a strong agreement 
with the criteria used to select the content and teaching methods for the Standards. The means 
for each of the criteria is displayed in Table 10. Over 90 percent of teachers in Iowa and 
Oregon have a mean rating of four or higher on a scale of one to six on all eight criteria. The 
mean ratings on all eight criteria are displayed in Table 11. 
The mean score of a teacher's rating on all eight criteria was used to test the following 
Hypothesis: 
Ha(lb): Teachers who have a higher degree of agreement with the criteria used to select the 
content and teaching methods for the Standards will have higher levels of use of the 
Standards. 
An independent t-test was conducted to determine if there was a significant difference in the 
levels of use of the Standards between teachers who had a very high mean score of greater 
than or equal to five on all eight criteria on the philosophy section and teachers with a mean 
score of less than five. It was found that there was no significant difference between these two 
groups, t(146)=0.611, p>.05. The difference between these two groups in each state were 
also not significant: in Iowa, t(81)=0.079, p>.05; and in Oregon, t(60)=0.905, p>.05. The 
results of this analysis are displayed in Table 12. 
Both the Pearson product-moment, r(l,143)=2.982, p>.05, and Spearman rank-difference 
correlation tests found no significant relationship between respondents' mean score on all eight 
criteria used to develop the Standards and their level of use of the Standards. 
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Table 10. Teachers' levels of agreement with the criteria used to select the content and teaching 
methods for the Standards 
Criteria^ Iowa Oregon 
N Mean® S.D. N Mean® S.D. 
1. hitellectually 
Demanding 
86 4.96 .99 64 5.34 .80 
2. Pattern and 
Causation 
86 4.62 1.11 64 4.61 .94 
3. Themes and 
Events 
86 4.94 .79 64 5.11 .84 
4. Historical 
Thinking 
86 5.01 .85 64 5.25 .71 
5. Use of Sources 86 5.12 .80 64 5.29 .76 
6. Citizenship 
Education 
86 5.09 .85 65 5.23 .77 
7. Regional 
History 
85 4.80 .95 65 4.85 .91 
8. Human Culture 85 4.95 .80 65 5.18 .83 
aLikert scale from l=Strongly Disagree to 6=Strongly Agree 
bEach of the criteria are defined in the Philosophy section of the questionnaire in Appendix A. 
Table 11. Qustered mean of teachers' levels of agreement with all eight criteria used to select 
the content and teaching methods for the Standards 
Group 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 - 1.9 2-2.9 3-3.9 4-4.9 
Strongly 
Agree 
5 - 6  
N Mean® Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 0 0 8 51 25 84 4.935 0.568 
0% 0% 9% 61% 30% 
Oregon 0 0 1 37 25 63 5.099 0.467 
0% 0% 2% 59% 39% 
Total 0 0 9 88 50 147 5.005 0.532 
0% 0% 6% 60% 34% 
aScale; mean of responses to all eight questions on the Philosophy Section on a Likert scale 
from l=Strongly Disagree to 6=Stron^y Agree 
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Table 12. Teachers' agreement with criteria used to develop the Standards and their levels of 
use of the Standards 
Groups'' N Mean® S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
High 44 2.682 2.331 0.079 81 0.271 
Low 39 2.641 2.390 
Oregon 
High 39 2.769 2.497 0.905 60 .469 
Low 23 2.217 1.976 
Total 
High 83 2.723 2.396 0.611 146 .185 
Low 62 2.484 2.238 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Rej5nement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
bScale: High equals a mean score of 5 = Agree or 6 = Strongly Agree on a six point Likert 
scale; Low equals a mean score of 1= Strongly Disagree through 4 = Somewhat Agree. 
*p<.05 
Years of teaching experience 
Teachers were asked to report the number of years they had taught U.S. history with the 
following item in the questionnaire: 
7. The number of years that I have taught U. S. History, including this year, is: 
years. 
Respondents in Oregon have fewer years of experience teaching U.S. history. Oregon has 
a much larger proportion, 15 percent more, of teachers with ten or less years of teaching U.S. 
history than Iowa. The mean number of years of teaching experience in Oregon is about 3 
years less than teachers have in Iowa. The results are presented in Table 13. 
The following hypothesis was tested to find the relationship between the number of years 
of teaching experience and a teacher's level of use of the Standards: 
Ha(lc): The greater the number of years of teaching experience the teacher has, the lower 
the level of use of the Standards. 
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Table 13. Teachers' number of years teaching U.S. history and levels of use of the Standards 
Group 
Years 
Taught 
<10 ^0 ^0 <40 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean^ Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 35 20 18 6 79 15.203 10.643 
44% 25% 23% 8% 
Oregon 37 14 10 2 63 12.056 9.036 
59% 22% 16% 3% 
Total 72 
51% 
34 
24% 
28 
20% 
8 
6% 
142 13.801 10.051 
aScale: average number of years that a teacher has taught U.S. history 
Both the Pearson product-moment, r(l, 138)=0.4360, p>.05, and Spearman rank-
difference correlation tests found no significant relationship between the number of years of 
teaching experience and the teacher's level of use of the Standards. 
Educational degree earned 
Teacher's highest degree eamed was reported on the following item in the questionnaire: 
1. The highest degree I have eamed (check one) 
Bachelor's 
Master's 
Specialist 
Doctorate 
Although respondents in Oregon have less teaching experience, Oregon has a much higher 
percentage of U.S. history teachers who have a Master's degree than Iowa, 70 per cent 
compared to 39 per cent in Iowa. The numbers of teachers at various levels of degree eamed is 
displayed in Table 14. 
A one-way ANOVA was used to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(ld): The higher the degree attained by the teacher, the higher the level of use of the 
Standards. 
The analysis of variance shows that there is no significant relationship between respondents 
with a higher degree eamed and their level of use of the Standards, F(3,143)=0.914, p>.05. 
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Table 14. Teacher's highest degree earned and level of use of the Standards 
Level N Mean® S.D. F Ratio Prob>F 
Iowa 
Bachelor's 49 2.490 2.161 1.056 0.353 
Master's 33 3.030 2.592 
Doctorate 2 1.000 0.000 
Oregon 
Bachelor's 16 2.888 0.585 0.3947 0.757 
Master's 45 2.727 0.353 
Specialist 1 1.000 2.340 
Doctorate 2 2.000 1.655 
Total 
Bachelor's 65 2.415 2.186 0.9136 0.436 
Master's 77 2.857 2.453 
Specialist 1 1.000 -
Doctorate 4 1.500 1.000 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
The results are similar for teachers in Iowa and Oregon. 
Subscriber to professional journals 
Teachers were asked to identify which professional history journals they subscribe to on 
the following item in the questionnaire: 
3. I read in this/these professional history education joumal(s) on a monthly or 
regular basis (check all that q)ply) 
Maparinft of History by Organization of American historians 
Social Education by American Historical Association and NCSS 
Social Studies by Heldref Publications 
History Teacher by The Society for History Education 
Other publication(s) (please identify): 
None of the above 
The two most popular professional journals for respondents in Iowa and Oregon are Social 
Education and American Heritage. Twenty-eight percent of the teachers were subscribers to 
these two journals. Another 23 percent of the respondents are subscribers to one of the other 
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professional history or social studies journals. The remaining 55 percent of the U.S. history 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon do not read a professional history or social studies journal. The 
number and percentage of teachers who subscribe to the two most popular professional 
journals is presented in Table 15. 
Table 15. Most widely read professional journals read by U.S. history teachers 
Journal lowaN OregonN Total N 
Social Education 16 14 30 
19% 23% 20% 
American Heritage 5 7 12 
6% 11% 8% 
None of the Above 47 33 80 
55% 53% 55% 
Total N 85 62 147 
Teachers were categorized as either being a subscriber or non-subscriber to a professional 
history journal to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(le): The more subscriptions to professional journals held by the teacher, the higher the 
level of use of the Standards. 
An independent t-test was used to test the differences between subscribers to a professional 
history education journal and non-subscribers; and their level of use of the Standards. There is 
a significant relationship between respondents in Oregon who are subscribers to a professional 
history education journal and an increase in their levels of use of the Standards, t(59)=-2.271, 
p<.05. The same is true for the total group of teachers, t(143)=-2.495, p<.05. The results of 
this categorization and statistical tests are presented in Table 16. 
The Pearson product-moment and Spearman rank-difference correlations were computed to 
find the correlation between the teacher's level of use of the Standards and the number of 
professional education journals which teachers read. Both the Pearson product-moment, r(l, 
66) =0.6161, p>.05, and the Spearman rank-difference correlation found that the number of 
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Table 16. Subscribers to professional history education journal and levels of use of the 
Standards 
Groups N Mean® S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
No 47 2.340 0.339 -1.343 82 <.0914 
Yes 37 3.027 0.382 
Oregon 
No 34 1.971 1.850 -2.271 59 <.0134* 
Yes 27 3.296 2.701 
Total 
No 81 2.185 0.254 -2.495 143 <.0069* 
Yes 64 3.141 0.286 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
*p<.05 
journals a teacher reads is not significantly related to their level of use of the Standards. 
Membership in professional organizations 
Teachers were asked to identify which, if any, professional organizations they belong to on 
the following item in the questionnaire: 
2. I currently belong to the following national organizations (check all that apply) 
National Council for the Social Smdies 
American Historical Association 
Organization of American Historians 
National Council for History Education 
Organization of History Teacher 
Other organization(s) (please specify): 
None of the above 
The greatest number of teachers, forty-one, were members of the National Council for the 
Social Studies. Ten of the teachers in Iowa were members of the Iowa Council for Social 
Studies, the state affiliation of the National Council for Social Studies. Together these teachers 
accounted for thirty-four per cent of the total sample of teachers. Fifty-six per cent of the 
teachers belonged to no history or social studies professional organizations. The remaining 
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twelve per cent of the teachers belonged to a variety of history or social studies professional 
organizations. 
Teachers were categorized as either having or not having a membership with a professional 
organization to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(lf): Membership in professional organizations by a teacher would be positively 
correlated with a higher level of use of the Standards. 
The independent t-test was used to test the relationship between teachers membership in a 
professional organization and their level of use of the Standards. Membership in a professional 
history or social studies organization in Iowa is significandy related to a higher level of use of 
the Standards, t(83)=-2.599, p<0.05. In Oregon the same test failed to show that membership 
contributed significantly to a teacher's level of use of the Standards, t(60)=-0.938, p>.05. The 
t-test for the total sample population showed a significant relationship at the p<.05 alpha level 
of significance. The information from this categorization and the resulting statistical test results 
are presented in Table 17. 
Commitment to high quality standards 
Sta£f attitude toward curriculum alignment 
Teachers were asked to rate themselves on their personal interest in having high quality 
standards on the following item on the questionnaire: 
10. My personal interest in having high quality standards established for teaching U.S. 
History is: 
Low interest High interest 
1 2 3 4 5 
Respondents in Iowa and Oregon have a high interest in having high quality standards 
established for teaching U.S. history, as shown in Table 18. Over 50 per cent of respondents 
in Iowa and Oregon ranked themselves as either a four or five in having a personal interest in 
establishing high quality standards for teaching U.S. history. The interest in high standards is 
even stronger in Oregon than in Iowa. Seventy eight per cent of U.S. history teachers in 
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Table 17. Teachers' membership in professional organizations and their levels of use of the 
Standards 
Groups N Mean® S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
No 40 1.975 0.355 -2.599 83 <-006* 
Yes 45 3.244 0.335 
Oregon 
No 42 2.357 0.359 -0.938 60 <.176 
Yes 20 2.950 0.520 
Total 
No 82 2.171 1.999 -2.606 145 <.005* 
Yes 65 3.154 2.575 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
*p<.05 
Oregon; compared to only 53 per cent of U.S. history teachers in Iowa; ranked themselves as 
either a four or five in having a personal interest in establishing high quality standards for 
teaching U.S. history. 
The relationship between the teachers' level of interest in high quality standards and their 
level of use of the Standards was used to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(2a): The more positive the staff attitude toward curriculum alignment with high quality 
standards as perceived by the teacher, the higher the levels of use of the Standards. 
Both the Pearson product-moment, r(l, 146)=1.425, p>.05, and the Spearman rank-
difference correlations found no significant relationship between the teachers' level of interest 
in establishing high standards in U.S. history and their level of use of the Standards. 
Participatioii in staff development on Standards 
Teachers were asked whether they had been informed about or trained in how to use the 
Standards. There was no question about the amount or quality of this training. The following 
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Table 18. Teachers' interest in establishing high quality standards 
Group 
Low 
Interest 
1 2 3 4 
High 
Interest 
5 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean^ Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 1 8 31 25 21 86 3.7 1.0 
1% 9% 36% 29% 24% 
Oregon 2 2 11 19 30 63 4.1 1.0 
3% 3% 17% 30% 48% 
Total 3 
2% 
10 
7% 
42 
28% 
44 
29% 
51 
34% 
150 3.9 1.0 
aScale: 1 = Low interest, 5 = High interest 
question was used to collect this information from teachers; 
4. I have attended in-services, workshops, sessions at conferences, or taken courses at 
which the Standards have been presented. 
Yes 
No 
Over a third of the teachers have had some opportunity to learn about the Standards. Iowa 
has a higher percentage of teachers; 45 per cent vs. 30 per cent in Oregon; who have 
participated in staff development activities where the Standards have been presented. It should 
be noted that these numbers do not indicate the amount and quality of training teachers received 
about the Standards. 
Respondents in Iowa or Oregon who have participated in staff development activities at 
which the Standards have been presented have a mean level of use of the Standards which is 
approximately two levels of use higher than other teachers. The standard deviation for teachers 
in Iowa or Oregon who have participated in staff development activities at which the Standards 
have been presented is over one point higher than other teachers. This indicates that teachers 
who have had some exposure to the Standards have a much larger variations in the level of use 
of the Standards than those who have not had any exposure. Table 19 presents the findings 
from this data. 
The following hypothesis was tested by comparing the mean level of use of the Standards 
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Table 19. Teachers' participation in staff development activities with the Standards and their 
ranking on their levels of use of the Standards 
Groups N Mean® S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
No 47 1.574 1.363 -5.495 83 <.00005* 
Yes 39 3.974 2.584 
Oregon 
No 44 2.000 1.864 -2.869 60 0.0029* 
Yes 19 3.737 2.825 
Total 
No 90 1.778 1.627 -6.014 145 <.00005* 
Yes 57 3.895 2.644 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
*p<.05 
of teachers who have had staff development with those who have not had staff development; 
Ha(2b): Teachers who participate in staff development on standards, have higher levels of 
use of the Standards. 
An independent t-test was used to test the relationship between the group means of 
teacher's level of use of the Standards and their participation in staff development where the 
Standards have been presented. Participation in staff development where the Standards were 
presented significantiy increased a teacher's level of use of the Standards, t(145)=-6.014, 
p<.05. 
Extent of curriculum renewal in the district 
Teachers were asked to provide information about their involvement in curriculum 
development using the Standards as an individual teacher and in collaboration with o±er 
teachers. The following items in the questionnaire were used to collect this information: 
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5. I am presently developing a curriculum that reflects all or part of the goals set by the 
fstanHarHg 
Yes; Number of years working with the StanHarHs- years 
No 
6. I have been working with other teachers or staff in developing a curriculum that reflects 
all or part of the goals set by the Standards. 
Yes; Number of years collaborating with others working with 
theStMdards: years 
No 
The diflferences in the level of use of the Standards between the teachers who are involved 
in curriculum development and those who are not involved is similar in both Iowa and Oregon. 
Approximately 25 percent of the respondents in Iowa and Oregon are either involved in 
curriculum development themselves or collaborating with other teachers on curriculum 
development with the Standards. Teachers who are involved in curriculum development are, 
on the average, at least three levels of use above those who are not involved in curricular 
development The mean scores on similar cells in the Tables 20 and Table 21 for teachers in 
Iowa and Oregon vary by no more than 0.50 points on the level of use scale. 
Teachers who are collaborating with other teachers on curriculum development using the 
Standards have almost identical results as the analysis of the data for teachers who are simply 
developing curriculum using the Standards. It is possible that teachers who are developing 
curriculum using the Standards are also doing this collaboratively with other teachers. 
Teachers' involvement in developing a curriculum which reflects all or part of the goals 
set by the Standards was used to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(2c): The greater the extent of curriculum renewal in the school district, the higher the 
levels of use of the Standards. 
The independent t-tests found a significant relationship between teachers' involvement in 
curriculum development using part or all of the goals set by the Standards and teachers' level of 
use of the Standards. Respondents' involvement in curriculum development using part or all 
of the goals set by the Standards significantly increased their level of use of the Standards, 
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Table 20. Teachers' involvement in curriculum development and teachers' levels of use of the 
Standards 
Groups N Mean^ S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
No 65 1.877 1.452 -6.853 83 <.00005* 
Yes 20 5.150 2.852 
Oregon 
No 47 1.660 1.185 -6.851 61 <.00005* 
Yes 16 5.125 2.849 
Total 
No 112 1.786 1.345 -9.681 146 <.00005* 
Yes 36 5.139 2.810 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
*p<.05 
Table 21. Collaboration with other teachers on curriculum renewal and levels of use of the 
Standards 
Groups N Mean® S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 
No 64 1.781 1.419 -7.885 83 <.00005* 
Yes 21 5.286 2.572 
Oregon 
No 45 1.556 0.967 -7.248 61 <.00005* 
Yes 18 5.000 2.828 
Total 
No 109 1.688 1.252 -10.718 146 <.00005* 
Yes 36 5.154 2.661 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
*p<.05 
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t(146)=-9.681, p<.05. The results were similar for teachers ra Iowa and Oregon. Teachers 
collaborating with others working with the Standards also significantly contributed to a 
teacher's level of use of the Standards, t( 146)=-10.718, p<.05. These results were similar for 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon. 
Both the Pearson product-moment and Spearman rank-difference correlations failed to 
reveal a significant relationship between the number of years that a teacher has been developing 
a curriculimi that reflects all or part of the goals set by the Standards and their levels of use of 
the Standards. The Pearson product moment test found that the number of years that teachers 
have been working with the Standards failed to contribute significantly to having a higher level 
of use of the Standards, r(l, 27)=0.834, p>.05. The number of teachers with various years of 
experience working with the Standards and their mean level of use of the Standards is 
presented in Table 22. 
Table 22. Number of years working with the Standards 
Group Years 
1 2 3 4 5 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean^ Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 6 5 1 4 0 16/86 2.188 1.223 
Oregon 1 7 3 1 1 13/65 2.500 1.041 
Total 
Sample 
7 12 4 5 1 29/151 2.328 1.136 
aScale: average of number of years working with the Standards 
The Pearson product moment test found that the number of years that respondents have 
collaborated with others working with the Standards failed to contribute significantly to a 
higher level of use of the Standards, r(l, 27) =.959, p>.05. The number of teachers with 
various years of experience collaborating with other staff on curriculum development with the 
Standards is presented in Table 23. There have been only three years that teachers have had an 
opportunity to work with the Standards which may explain why there is no significant 
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Table 23. Number of years collaborating with staff working with the Standards 
Group Years 
1 2 3 4 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean^ Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 7 3 1 3 14/86 2.000 1.240 
Oregon 4 6 5 0 15/65 2.067 1.799 
Total 
Sample 
11 9 6 3 29/151 2.034 1.017 
^Scaler average of number of years collaborating with staff working with the Standards. 
relationship between years of experience developing curriculum with the Standards and 
teachers level of use of the Standards. 
District's commitment to establishing standards 
Teachers were asked to rate their school district's commitment to establishing high quality 
standards. These ratings were based on each teacher's perceptions about their school district. 
The following item was used to collect this information: 
11. My school district's commitment to establishing high quality standards for U.S. 
History is: 
No commitment Much Commitment 
1 2 3 4 5 
Al±ough Iowa and Oregon have pursued different strategies towards establishing high 
standards, teachers in both states have very similar perceptions about their school district's 
commitment to establishing high quality standards for U.S. history. The differences between 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon vary by no more than six percent at each level on the Likert scale. 
Teachers' rating of their school district's commitment to establishing high quality standards for 
U.S. history was centered aroimd the middle value of 3.277 on a Likert scale from one to five. 
Respondents seem rather neutral about their districts support for establishing standards. 
The standard distribution of scores falls around one level above and below this mean value. 
The distribution of teachers' ratings is normally distributed with a slightly higher percent of 
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Table 24. Teachers' perceptions of their school district's commitment to establishing high 
quality standards for U.S. history 
Group 
No 
Commit­
ment 
1 2 3 4 
Much 
Commit­
ment 
5 
Total 
Fre­
quency 
Mean^ Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 2 16 35 22 10 85 3.259 0.978 
2% 19% 41% 26% 12% 
Oregon 3 8 29 13 10 63 3.302 1.042 
5% 13% 46% 21% 16% 
Total 5 
3% 
24 
16% 
64 
43% 
35 
24% 
20 
14% 
148 3.277 1.002 
aScale: 1 = No Commitment, 5 = Much Commitment 
teachers feeling that their school district is committed to establishing high quality standards for 
U.S. history. The distribution of ratings at each level are presented in Table 24. 
Teachers' ratings of their school district's commitment to high standards were compared 
with their level of use of the Standards to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(2d): Teachers who work in a school district with a stronger commitment to establishing 
high quality standards have a higher levels of use of the Standards than teachers in 
other districts. 
Neither the Pearson product-moment correlation, r(l, 144)=1.947, p>.05; nor the 
Spearman rank-difference correlation rho= 0.1003, p=0.2282; foimd any significant 
correlation between a teacher's perception about their school district's commitment to 
establishing high quality standards for U.S. history and their level of use of the Standards. 
This indicates that even those districts which may have a strong commitment to high standards 
are most likely not training or informing the staff on how to use the Standards. 
Agreement with State Department leadership 
Teachers were asked to rate their support for having the State Department of Education take 
a strong leadership role in establishing standards for U.S. history. The following item was 
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used to collect this information. 
12. My support of the State Department of Education taking a strong leadership role in 
establishing standards for U.S. History is: 
Low support High support 
1 2 3 4 5 
Respondents in Iowa and Oregon have very similar ratings for having the State Department 
of Education taking a strong leadership role in establishing standards for U.S. history. The 
differences between respondents in Iowa and Oregon vary by no more than five percent in each 
level of support. 
The distribution of teachers' ratings is fairly normally distributed with a higher number of 
teachers giving greater support for the State Department of Education taking a strong leadership 
role in establishing standards for U.S. history. Teachers' ratings were centered around the 
middle value of 3.107 on a Likert scale from one to five with the standard deviation of scores 
falling around one level above and below the mean. Seventy-four percent of teachers rate 
themselves as having moderate to high support, a rating of three or higher on a five point Likert 
scale, for having the State Department of Education taking a strong leadership role in 
establishing standards for U.S. history. The distribution of teachers' ratings at each level on 
the Likert scale is presented in Table 25. 
Table 25. Teachers' support for State Department of Education leadership 
Group 
Low 
Support 
1 2 3 4 
High 
Support 
5 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean® Standard 
Deviation 
Iowa 5 18 33 24 6 86 3.093 1.002 
6% 21% 38% 28% 7% 
Oregon 5 11 22 21 4 63 3.127 1.039 
8% 17% 35% 33% 6% 
Total 10 29 55 45 10 149 3.107 1.014 
7% 19% 37% 30% 7% 
aScale: 1 = Low support, 5 = High support 
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Teachers' ratings of their support for having the State Department of Education taking a 
strong leadership role in establishing standards for U.S. history were compared with their 
levels of use of the Standards to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(2e): Teachers who have a strong agreement with the need for the state department of 
education to establish standards in U.S. history will have higher levels of use of the 
standards. 
Neither the Pearson product-moment test r(l, 145)=0.6127, p>.05(0.4351); nor the 
Spearman rank-difference correlation r/zo=0.0874, p=0.2906; found any significant correlation 
between a teacher's support of the State Department of Education taking a strong leadership 
role in establishing standards for U.S. history and their level of use of the Standards. 
Differences between Iowa and Oregon 
This next section investigates the differences between Iowa and Oregon on teachers' levels 
of use of the Standards, teachers' knowledge of the Standards, and the degree of collaboration 
among teachers working with the Standards. 
Levels of use of the Standards by state 
Teachers from Iowa and Oregon were compared on their ranking for their levels of use of 
the Standards. These rankings were assigned based on teacher's responses to statements in the 
levels of use section of the questionnaire. 
Each state has a u-shape distribution of rankings from low to high. The Non-use scores 
are the highest percentage of teachers in both Iowa and Oregon (48 percent and 47 percent 
respectively). Eighty-one percent of the teachers in Iowa and 84 percent of the teachers in 
Oregon are not using the Standards and so are either at the non-use, orientation, or preparation 
level. Very few, only two percent, of the teachers are at the mechanical or routine level of using 
the Standards. Sixteen percent of the teachers in Iowa and Oregon are at the refinement, 
integration, and renewal level of using the Standards. The distribution is similar for teachers in 
Iowa and Oregon.This information is presented in Table 26. 
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Table 26. Teachers' rank on their levels of use of the Standards 
Level 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
N Mean S.D. 
Iowa 41 12 16 2 I 1 3 9 85 2.647 2.323 
48% 14% 19% 2% 1% 1% 4% 11% 
Oregon 30 15 9 0 0 2 1 7 64 2.531 2.288 
47% 23% 14% 0% 0% 3% 2% 11% 
Total 71 27 25 2 1 3 4 16 149 2.597 2.301 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
The mean level of use of the Standards for teachers in Iowa and Oregon was used to test 
the following hypothesis: 
Ha(3a): Teachers in Oregon have higher levels of use of the Standards for teaching United 
States history than teachers in Iowa. 
The independent t-test found that there is no significant difference between the group means 
of teachers' level of use of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon, t(147)=0.303, p>.05. The 
results are presented in Table 27. 
Knowledge of the Standards by state 
Teachers made a self assessment of their knowledge of the Standards on the following item 
on the questionnaire: 
Table 27. Comparison of teachers' levels of use of ±e Standards in Iowa and Oregon 
Groups N Mean^ S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 85 2.647 2.323 0.303 147 0.381 
Oregon 64 2.531 2.288 
Total 149 2.597 2.301 
aScale: 1 = Non-use, 2 = Orientation, 3 = Preparation, 4 = Mechanical, 5 = Routine, 6 = 
Refinement, 7 = Integration, 8 = Renewal. (See Appendix for description of Levels of Use) 
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9. Mv knowledge of the Standards is: 
No knowledge Much knowledge 
1 2 3 4 5 
Respondents' knowledge of the Standards is fairly even between teachers in Iowa and 
Oregon. The difference in total responses between Iowa and Oregon at each level on the Likert 
scale varies no more than three per cent of the total responses for each state. Only fifteen per 
cent of teachers rank themselves as having much knowledge of the Standards (rank 4 or 5); 
whereas fifty-nine per cent rank themselves as having little or no knowledge of the Standards 
(rank 1 or 2). This information is displayed in Table 28. 
Table 28. Teachers' knowledge of the Standards 
Group 
No 
Knowl­
edge 
1 2 3 4 
Much 
Knowl­
edge 
5 
Total 
Frequency 
Mean^ Standard 
Devia­
tion 
Iowa 24 27 23 12 0 86 2.267 1.022 
28% 31% 27% 14% 0% 
Oregon 17 18 18 8 3 64 2.406 1.151 
27% 28% 28% 13% 5% 
Total 44 45 41 20 3 150 2.327 1.078 
29% 30% 27% 13% 2% 
aScale: mean of responses on level of knowledge of Standards on Likert scale from l=No 
Knowledge to 5=Much Knowledge 
A comparison of the group mean value of teachers' ratings on their level of knowledge in 
Iowa and Oregon was used to test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(3b); Teachers in Oregon have a greater knowledge of the Standards than teachers in 
Iowa. 
The independent t-test foimd that there is not a significant difference between U.S. history 
teachers' levels of knowledge of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon, t(148)=0.779, p>.05. 
This is displayed in Table 29. 
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Table 29. Teachers' knowledge of the Standards by state 
Groups N Mean^ S.D. t-value df 1-tailed 
probability 
Iowa 86 2.2674 1.022 -0.779 148 0.2190 
Oregon 64 2.406 1.151 
aScale: mean of responses on level of knowledge of Standards on Likert scale from l=No 
Knowledge to 5=Much Knowledge 
Collaboration with the Standards by state 
Teachers from Iowa and Oregon were compared based on their responses to the following 
item in the questionnaire: 
6. I have been working with other teachers or staff in developing a cnrriculmn that reflects 
all or part of the goals set by the Standards. 
Yes; Number of years collaborating with others working with the 
Standards: years 
No 
The probability for whether teachers are collaborating with other teachers or staff in 
developing a curriculum that reflects all or part of the goals set by the Standards was used to 
test the following hypothesis: 
Ha(3c): Teachers in Oregon work in districts which have a greater extent of curriculum 
renewal than teachers in Iowa. 
The data indicate that there is a fairly large percentage of teachers in Iowa and Oregon who 
are collaborating on curriculum development Approximately 27 percent of the U.S. history 
teachers are working with other teachers on curriculum development There is only a two 
percent difference in the probability that teachers in Iowa and Oregon are collaborating with 
other teachers or staff in developing a curriculum that reflects all or part of the goals set by the 
Standards. The test for the response distribution across the subgroup samples, in this case the 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon, is sometimes referred to as the hypothesis of marginal 
homogeneity. The Pearson form of the chi-square test is derived in terms of the distribution 
of the estimates. This test compares the actual proportion in each cell to the proportion 
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expected under the hypothesis, squared, and divided by something close to its variance, giving 
a cell chi-square. The sum of these cell chi-square values is the Pearson chi-square statistic, 
X^, which is 0.121 with a non-significant p value of 0.7275. The non-significant p value 
indicates that there is no significant difference in the number of teachers collaborating with the 
Standards in Oregon or Iowa, X^(l, N = 150) = 0.121, p = 0.7275. These results are 
displayed in the contingency Table 30. 
Table 30. Collaborating on Curriculum with parts of the Standards by State 
Count 
Row 
Not Collaborating Collaborating 
Iowa 64 22 86 
74% 26% 
Oregon 46 18 64 
72% 28% 
110 40 
iThe response probabilities are presented as percentages in the row% value in the bottom of 
each cell. 
Multiple regression with selected independent variables 
The stepwise multiple regression model was used to analyze the magnimde of the 
relationship or correlation between variables and their ability to predict teachers' levels of use 
of the Standards.. The independent variables from this investigation were used as parameters 
in the regression model. Some of the independent variables were used as either categorical or 
continuous variables. In cases where there were two similar variables the variable which 
produced the stronger relationship with the teacher's level of use of the Standards was used in 
the stepwise multiple regression model. 
Linear regression models are the sum of the products of coefficient parameters and factor 
columns. The parameters are given the values that minimize the sum of squared residuals; this 
technique is called estimation by least squares (JMP, 1996). The response or dependent 
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variable, y, in this model is the level of use of the Standards. This is the variable which is 
being predicted in the regression model. 
The regressors (X) in the regression model are also called independent variables or the 
parameters. The regression model uses a linear combination of these effects to fit the response 
values. The fitting technique produces estimates of the parameters, which are the unknown 
coefficients for the linear combination that defines the regression model. The error or residual 
is the difference between the actual and predicted value. The residuals are the differences 
between the parameters actual and estimated predictive values. 
Table 31 shows that the regression model accounted for 59% of the variation around the 
mean (Rsquare). The remaining residual em)r is estimated to have a standard deviation of 
1.512 (Root Mean Square Error). The parameter estimate shows Knowledge (p<.0001) and 
Collaborating Curriculum (<0001) to be highly significant predictors of teachers' level of use 
of the Standards. 
The stepwise regression model used a forward selection process. Only the regressors 
which were significant at the 0.25 level were entered into the stepwise regression. The list of 
parameters in Table 31 shows the order in which these regressors entered the model. Table 32 
shows that the stepwise regression model accounted for 60% of the variation around the mean. 
The remaining residual error is estimated to have a standard deviation of 1.512 (Root Mean 
Square Error). The parameter estimate shows Knowledge (p<.0001) and Collaborating 
Curriculum (<.0001) to be highly significant. 
Problems with coUinearity were identified by examining the leverage plots for each 
regressor. The effect leverage plots show how each effect contributes to the fit after all the 
other effects have been included in the model. Several of the regressors in this Stepwise 
Regression Model were found to have a close linear relationship between two or more 
regressors. When a regressor suffers coUinearity, then the other variables have already 
absorbed much of that variable's variation, and there is less left to help predict the response. In 
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Table 31. Comparison of all predictor parameters for teachers' levels of use of the Standards 
Parametei/ 
Regressor 
F Ratio Prob>F 
State (OR-IA) 0.288 0.592 
Philosophy 
Means 
2.141 0.146 
Member of 
Professional 
Organization 
(No-Yes)i 
1.713 0.193 
Subscriber (No-
Yes)! 
0.284 0.595 
Training 
(No-Yes)i 
0.022 0.882 
ECnowledgei 23.812 0.000 
Personal 
Interest 
0.100 0.752 
District's 
Commitment 
0.415 0.521 
State Leadership 0.037 0.847 
Years Taught 0.489 0.486 
Collaborating 
Curriculum 
(No-Yes)i 
19.431 0.000 
Curriculum 
(No-Yes)i 
2.332 0.129 
Degree 1.372 0.244 
df Root Mean RSquare 
Square Error 
125 2.360 0.597 
IThese parameters were found to have a significant bivariate relationship or correlation with a 
teacher's level of use of the Standards. 
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Table 32. Comparison of selected parameters from stepwise regression model 
Parameter/ 
Regressor 
F Ratio Prob>F Observations Root Mean 
Square Error 
RSquare 
Collaborating 
Curriculum 
(No-Yes)i 
17.273 <0.0001 143 1.512 0.600 
Knowledge^ 29.906 <0.0001 
Curriculum 
(No-Yes)i 
3.445 0.066 
Philosophy 
Means 
1.584 0.210 
Member of 
Professional 
Organization 
(No-Yes)i 
2.058 0.154 
Degree 1.862 0.175 
iThese parameters were found to have a significant bivariate relationship or correlation with a 
teacher's level of use of the Standards. 
this stepwise regression model the only two factors which do not suffer problems with 
collinearity were Knowledge and Collaborating Curriculum. 
Responses to Open-ended Questions 
This section of the findings is divided into five parts, one part for each of the open-ended 
questions in the last part of the questionnaire. Each teacher's response is grouped with similar 
responses to each of the five questions. These are then summarized to reflect the main ideas 
presented by teachers. The responses are not ranked in terms of the degree of importance that 
teachers feel about their comments. The responses are presented in order firom the most 
frequent type of response to the least firequent type of response to indicate the predominance of 
these issues for the group as a whole. Teachers with multiple answers to each question may be 
placed in multiple categories. Therefore the N values in each column may be greater than the 
total number of teachers responding to each item. 
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Value to you comments 
Ninety-three teachers expressed the following types of ideas in response to the following 
question in the Comments Section of the questionnaire: 
1. Do you have any comments about the National Standards for U.S. History that could 
help determine: 
a. Their value to you as a teacher of U.S. History? 
The frequency of responses in the top four types of comments about the value of the 
Standards to teachers is presented in Table 32. The total responses for each type of comment 
are arranged to show the number of teachers which had similar responses from Iowa and 
Oregon. 
Table 33. Value of Standards to teachers 
Value to You N Iowa Oregon 
Lack of knowledge 
limifs value 
32 19 13 
Curriculum model for 
teaching U.S. history 
19 6 13 
Value if teachable in 
classroom setting 
12 5 7 
Value if fits with 
local curriculum 
10 5 5. 
Total teachers 
responding to this 
item 
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The most common response was that teachers had not seen or have little knowledge of the 
Standards. Thirty-two teachers, 19 from Iowa and 13 from Oregon made these types of 
statements. Examples of the following type of comments included: "We have not seen the 
National Standards;" or "It might be available, but few people in my area know about it" 
Nineteen teachers commented on how the Standards validate the importance of teaching 
history and help to establish a framework for curriculum and instruction in U.S. history. 
Typical comments included: "They are certainly of worth to direct development of our own 
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customized curriculum;" or "I believe they have value because they set a national level of 
learning." 
Teachers had concerns about viability of using the Standards in their classes. Concerns 
ranged from the difficulty in assessing student performance, to unrealistic expectations, to lack 
of time and resources to teach the Standards. Typical responses included: "Could be of great 
value if I had the time to incorporate them into the curriculum;" or "I have found that Standards 
as established to be unrealistic in scope and depth in the average classroom which has one year 
of U.S. history." Ten teachers had these type of comments. 
Teachers were interested in using the Standards if they would fit into or match the local 
curriculum guides and/or state mandates. In Oregon teachers made the following types of 
statements: "Whether or not the Standards are used in our district will depend somewhat on 
how they fit in our new performance based assessment that our students must meet for college 
entrance;" or "It would depend on whether this could be included easily as a reinforcement to 
my course of study!" In Iowa teachers made the following type of statements: "I find value in 
them but am tied to NCSS Social Smdies Standards for k-12 articulation;" or "We are in the 
process of beginning a K-12 review of our social studies curriculum and plan to incorporate the 
Standards into our curriculum revision." Nine out of the 93 comments were placed in this 
category. 
Some teachers responded that much of their energy is being focused on local or state 
curriculimi development and so there is little administrative support or interest in using the 
Standards. Typical statements in this category include: "I have been directly involved (in a 
major restructuring of curriculum) and there is little interest apparent at the state level and none 
evident at the local level;" or "We need some leadership fix)m our administrators to activate the 
standards." Eight teachers had these types of comments. 
Only two teachers stated that the Standards had no value to them at the present time. The 
remaining seven teachers had a variety of responses which did not fit the above categories. 
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Critical factors 
Eighty-one teachers responded to the following open-ended question: 
1. E>o you have any comments about the National Standards for U.S. History that could 
help determine; 
b. The critical factors which affect whether you choose to use the Standardsl 
The ftequency of responses in the top four types of critical factors is presented in Table 34. 
The total responses for each critical factor are arranged to show the number of teachers which 
had similar responses from Iowa and Oregon. 
Table 34. Critical factors affecting use of the Standards 
Factors N Iowa Oregon 
Timetosmdy, 21 11 10 
analyze, and evaluate 
the Standards. 
11 Standards SI& 17 6 11 
complementary with 
existing curriculum. 
State or district 16 5 11. 
curriculum 
requirements. 
Philosophical 15 9 6 
agreement with the 
Standards. 
Total Teachers 81 31 38 
responding to this 
item 
Twenty-one teachers, eleven from Iowa and ten from Oregon, stated that the critical factor 
in affecting whether they use the Standards was the lack of time to study, analyze, and evaluate 
the Standards. Five of these teachers stated that some training or in-service would be a critical 
factor in affecting whether they use the Standards. These concerns were increased by teachers' 
general lack of knowledge of the Standards. Typical statements included; "There is little to no 
time available to analyze my curriculum in relation to the Standards.'" or 'Time to plan/develop 
curriculum - we've revised ours recentiy and it may reflect the Standards -1 personally don't 
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know much about the Standards, however." 
Seventeen teachers, eleven from Oregon and six from Iowa, stated that their first priority is 
to another cuniculum model adopted by the school district or state department of education. 
Typical statements included: "Oregon is working on QM and CAM benchmarks — these are 
our more pressing concerns;" or "How they will fit into our curriculimi already established in 
this district." These teachers place greater priority to the state or district wide standards and are 
interested in the Standards if they fit with the existing curriculum model. 
Sixteen teachers, eleven from Oregon and five &om Iowa, stated that the critical factor 
affecting whether they use the Standards was whether the state department of education or 
school district required them to use the Standards or made a commitment to using the 
Standards. Typical statements included; "Administration giving me a chance to become 
informed;" or "The decision by the state and higher education will determine my involvement 
with the Standards" 
Fifteen teachers stated that their use of the Standards is dependent on whether they are 
personally in agreement or disagreement with the teaching methods or content in the Standards. 
Typical statements included: "I think the Standards overlook key facts which I think all 
students should be exposed to;" or "They need to have critical thinking as a strong 
component." These teachers feel that they must have some philosophical agreement with the 
Standards. Only three teachers specifically stated that they were opposed to the Standards 
because they were too liberal, multi-cultural, or for other political reasons. Most teachers in 
this category were interested in selective use of the Standards rather than as a blueprint to meet 
their needs. 
Teachers were concerned about how the Standards could be made useable with their 
teaching and instruction. Seven teachers were concemed with how the Standards were suited 
to meet the needs of students. This would include students preparation and ability to leam the 
material in the Standards. Four teachers were concemed with the practical aspects of using the 
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Standards in their classes. These concerns include the logical presentation of the material and 
the shortage of resources explaining how to use the Standards. 
Four teachers made conmients which could not be categorized in the above groups of 
responses 
Limitations comments 
Teachers were asked to comment on the limitations which affected their ability to use the 
Standards to increase student achievement Seventy seven teachers responded to this item in 
the questionnaire: 
1. Do you have any comments about the National Standards for U.S. History that could 
help determine; 
c. the limitations which affect your ability to use the Standards to increase smdent 
achievement? (e.g. not aligned with content in the textbook, a shortage of resources 
explaining how to use the Standards, few examples of how to evaluate student 
performance, lack of time required to assess resets, etc.) 
The frequency of responses in the top four types of limitations is presented in Table 35. 
The total responses for each limitation are arranged to show the nimiber of teachers which had 
similar responses from Iowa and Oregon. This question was intended to have teachers focus 
on the practical problems of using the Standards such as finding textbooks which are aligned 
with the Standards, resource manuals, tests to measure student performance, and time to asses 
results. 
The most frequent limitation noted by teachers was the lack of time to review and develop 
lessons using the Standards. Twenty-nine teachers, eighteen from Iowa and eleven from 
Oregon, responded that the lack of time limited their ability to use the Standards. Typical 
responses included: '*Lack of time to incorporate into curriculum." or 'Time! is always a 
limiting factor in implementing anything new and different when you have a 150 students to 
evaluate and educate!" 
Twenty-four teachers, twelve from Iowa and twelve from Oregon, felt that the lack of 
supplementary resources to use with the Standards or finding the money to buy these resources 
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Table 35. T limitations affecting teachers' ability to use the Standards 
Limitations N Iowa Oregon 
Time to review and 
implement the 
Standards 
29 18 11 
Availability of 
resources to assist 
the teacher 
24 12 12 
Lack of iaformation 
about the Standards 
22 15 7 
Standards fit with 
existing curriculum 
16 5 11 
Total Teachers 
responding to this 
item 
77 
was a major limitation to using the Standards. Teachers commented that there was a lack of 
audio visual resources as well as teacher guides to explain how to use the Standards. Four 
teachers felt that were insufficient examples of evaluation instruments to measure smdent 
performance. Two teachers made comments that there is a lack of money to buy new 
textbooks. 
Twenty-two teachers, fifteen from Iowa and seven from Oregon, noted that it was their 
lack of personal knowledge about the Standards which affected their ability to use the 
Standards. Typical comments included: '1 need to have the Standards in front of me so I can 
evaluate them and see whether/how they are useful to me;" or'T have never seen the Standards. 
I know not of their existence." 
Sbtteen teachers, five from Iowa and eleven from Oregon, were concerned about how the 
Standards would fit with the existing requirements in the curriculum Many of these teachers 
stated that their use of the Standards is dependent on how well the Standards fit with the 
existing curriculum. Half of these teachers, seven teachers, were using the Advanced 
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Placement, or International Baccalaureate models and would find it difficult to incorporate 
additional requirements into their course of study. Typical statements included: "Extremely 
difficult to cover entire content in preparing smdents for A-P. Exam and incorporate all things 
set out in Standards-" or "I only teach A.P. American civilization so much of my curriculum is 
already established; the Standards are often complementary." 
Five teachers had concerns about the ability of teachers and students to work with the 
Standards. Two teachers stated that the major limitation was teachers' own lack of creativity 
and flexibility to incorporate the Standards into the curriculum. Two teachers had concerns 
about students having the prerequisite skills to master the content in the Standards. 
The remaining seven teachers made comments which did not fit any of the previous types 
of categories. Three teachers in Iowa feel that there local curriculum is strong and are unsure 
about the need to change the curiiculimL One teacher felt that the Standards need to be revised. 
Opinion about the revised Standards 
Teachers were asked to respond to the following statement and question in the 
questionnaire. Seventy-eight teachers responded to this question: 
2. After much controversy, particularly about he teaching examples in the first edition of 
the National Standards for U.S. History, the Standards were revised and published in 
the Spring of 1996. What is your opinion about the revised edition of the Standards'! 
The ftequency of responses in the top three opinions about the Standards is presented in 
Table 36. The total responses for each type of opinion are arranged to show the number of 
teachers which had similar responses fix>m Iowa and Oregon. 
Approximately sixty percent of teachers reported that they were unaware that a revised set 
of Standards had been published and therefore have no opinion about the new material. Forty-
six teachers, twenty-three firom both Iowa and Oregon, stated that they had no knowledge 
about the revised Standards or had not seen the revised edition. 
Seventeen teachers, eleven from Iowa and six from Oregon, who have seen the revised 
Standards thought they were better than the first edition. Typical responses included: '1 feel 
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Table 36. Opinions about the revised set of Standards 
Opinion N Iowa Oregon 
Lack of knowledge 46 23 23 
Improved 20 12 8 
Problems remain 1 4  3  
with the revised 
edition 
Total Teachers 78 
responding to this 
item 
the revised edition is an improvement in the Standards'" or "Much improved with academic 
emphasis rather than social goals." Two teachers from Oregon thought the first edition was 
adequate and had been misinterpreted by the media. 
Seven teachers expressed negative opinions about the revised edition of the Standards. 
These comments were not directed only at the revised Standards but to both the first and 
revised editions of the Standards. Two teachers from Iowa have concerns about the areas of 
content which are emphasized in the Standards. Both teachers in Iowa felt that the Standards 
reflect a revisionist Aaew of history influenced by what is politically correct in the present 
Three teachers felt that the Standards set unrealistic expectations for smdents and teachers. One 
teacher did not define what problems he/she had with the first edition but noted that the revised 
edition had the same problems. Another teacher stated that the revised edition lacked resolve 
because it gave no definitive description of expectations. 
Stakeholders' influence on using the Standards 
Teachers were asked to describe the stakeholder(s) and the influence these stakeholders had 
on the incorporation or rejection of the Standards in their school districts. The following item 
in the questioimaire was used to collect this information: 
3. Briefly comment on how the various stakeholders (e.g. teachers, administrators, state 
department of education, religious right groups, or other groups) have influenced the 
incorporation or rejection of 5ie National Standards for U.S. History in your school 
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district 
Of the sixty responses only thirty teachers identified specifiic groups which are involved in 
deciding whether to incorporate or reject the Standards. These thirty teachers noted that these 
decisions are being made by the state department of education, the school district 
administration, teachers or social studies departments, and parents or community 
organizations. After categorizing the responses into the major groups of stakeholders an 
attempt was made to determine whether the people at these levels are attempting to incorporate 
or reject the use of the Standards in the school district. The remainder of the responses did not 
identify any particular group of stakeholders and had to be analyzed separately. 
The frequency of responses for the influence of various groups of stakeholders is presented 
in Table 37. The total responses for each group is arranged to show the number of teachers 
which had similar responses from Iowa and Oregon; and to indicate whether these groups are 
either pro, con, or neutral about the incorporation of the Standards in the curriculum. 
Table 37. Stakeholders' influence in the adoption of the Standards 
Stakeholder Iowa Oregon Pro Con Neutral 
State - 9 2 - 7 
Department of 
Education 
District 11 ~ - ~ 11 
AdminisCra-
tion 
Social Studies 7 — - 2 5 
Departments 
or teachers 
Parents and 2 1 — 12 
religious 
groups 
Totaia 20 10 2 3 25 
a Total number of teachers responding to this item = 30 
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Only teachers from Oregon made comments about the state department of education's 
influence on the incorporation or rejection of the Standards. Nine teachers in Oregon indicated 
that the state department of education is directing the standards for U.S. history. Only two of 
the nine teachers gave any indication that the Standards were being used by the state department 
of education to develop state standards. The other seven teachers' comments were neutral 
about the state department's interest in using the Standards and focused mainly on the priority 
given to implementing the state mandated program for the curriculum. The following statement 
is a typical comment made by teachers in this category: "Oregon State Department of Education 
reform is driving our curriculum presently. But there are some conservative parent groups 
who are challenging the reform act" 
Eleven teachers indicated that the decision whether to use the Standards was being made by 
the school district administrators. All eleven teachers in this category were from Iowa. These 
teachers indicated that their school districts are working on standards but have very little or no 
interest in attempting to incorporate the Standards into the curriculum. Typical conmients 
included: "ti our District we want more localized control of our curriculum through our own 
outcomes;" or "So far litde attention had been paid to the Standards as far as I can tell. 
Apparently administrators think we are doing an adequate job." 
Seven teachers indicated that the decision whether to use the Standards was based on the 
decision of individual teachers or the social studies department in schools. All seven teachers 
were from Iowa. Two of these teachers indicated that members of their social studies 
department were not in favor of using the Standards. The other five teachers gave no 
indication about how many teachers are using the Standards or how much teachers are using 
the Standards. Typical responses included: "We do not have an official coordinator and 
everything is left to individual schools and teachers." 
Parents and the religious community were identified by three teachers as groups involved in 
the decision to incorporate or reject the Standards. One teacher in Oregon mentioned that 
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conservative parent groups are challenging the state mandates. One teacher in Iowa said 
patents determine what they can or cannot teach according to the Standards. No indication was 
made by either teacher about whether parents are in favor or opposition to the use of the 
Standards. Only one teacher in Iowa commented about the influence of the religious 
community which was concerned about the liberal nature of ±e Standards. 
Of the remaining thirty teachers' responses thirteen made general statements without 
specifying who had influence over the incorporation or rejection of the Standards. All thirteen 
indicated that there was little interest or initiative to incorporate the Standards into the 
cuixiculum. Typical statements included: "Very little influence by anyone. The Standards are 
something that may by "talked" about by people that are in the education "business", however 
they are not actually emphasized in the classroom as much as they could or possibly should 
be." 
Seven teachers were not aware of who was involved in making decisions to incorporate or 
reject the Standards. Ten other teachers made comments which neither identified who was 
involved in the decision to incorporate or reject the Standards nor described whether there was 
any effort to incorporate or reject the Standards. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers* levels of use of the Standards and to 
identify factors related to the level of use of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon. A 
questionnaire was mailed to 20 percent of the U.S. history teachers in grades 9 through 12 in 
Iowa and Oregon. A total of 151 teachers in Iowa and Oregon completed the questiomiaire. 
The instrument was divided into four sections. Section one asked for information about the 
social and demographic characteristics of the respondent. The demographic characteristics 
which were collected about teachers included: highest degree earned, professional 
memberships, subscription to professional journals, participation in staff development on the 
Standards, curriculum development with the Standards, collaboration with other teachers using 
the Standards, the number of years experience teaching U.S. history, and the grades in which 
U.S. history is taught The social characteristics included: teachers' knowledge of the 
Standards, teachers' interest in establishing high quality standards, the school districts' 
commitment to high quality standards, and teachers' support for the State Department of 
Education's leadership in establishing high standards. The data from this section was analyzed 
to provide descriptive information about teachers in Iowa and Oregon. 
Section two of the questionnaire consisted of eight statements which determine the 
teachers' philosophical consistency with the Standards. This section was used to assess the 
level of agreement teachers have with the historical thinking skills in the Standards. Each of 
the elaborated standards in the Standards is directly related to one of the historical thinking 
skills. The responses in this section were analyzed using descriptive statistics. 
Section three measured teachers' level of use of the Standards. The Concems-Based 
Adoption Model (CBAM) was used to create 24 items to measure respondents' use or nonuse 
of the Standards. The levels of use section describes "what a teacher is doing or not doing in 
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lelation to the innovation". Descriptive and inferential statistical tests were completed to find if 
there was a significant difference between respondents' social characteristics, demographic 
characteristics, philosophical agreement with the Standards, and their levels of use of the 
Standards. 
Section four contained an open ended section for teachers to write in any comments they 
wished to share about the Standards and the questionnaire. The comments made by teachers 
on the open ended section of the questionnaire were used to determine: the value of the 
Standards to teachers; the critical factors which affected whether they chose to use the 
Standards', the limitations which affected their ability to use the Standards; their opinions about 
the revised edition of the Standards-, and how various stakeholders have influenced the 
incorporation or rejection of the Standards. Teachers comments were analyzed to provide 
descriptive information about factors which might affect the acceptance or rejection of the 
Standards by teachers, school districts, and the public in Iowa or Oregon. 
The results firom the descriptive analysis of the data indicate that teachers in Iowa and 
Oregon have very low levels of use of the Standards. A large majority of the respondents in 
Iowa and Oregon are not using the Standards. Those teachers who are using the Standards are 
most often doing so when and if it fits into their own set of standards or curriculum 
fiamework- Respondents' ratings on the levels of use section of the questionnaire indicate that 
they have not had much success assessing student achievement on the Standards. No teacher 
in this study reported that they were using the Standards as the basis for their curriculum in 
U.S. History. 
Many respondents noted that they have not seen or examined a copy of the Standards. 
Fifty-seven percent of the teachers had low levels of knowledge about the Standards. Those 
teachers who did have higher levels of knowledge were more likely to have higher levels of use 
of the Standards. This indicates that those teachers who were informed about the Standards 
choose not to reject the Standards but rather found them to be a useftil complement to their 
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planned cuiriculum. 
In contrast to respondents' low levels of use of the Standards, respondents in this study 
had high levels of agreement with the historical thinking skills which are integrated into the 
Standards. This indicates that history teachers approve of the principal mission of the 
Standards which is to broaden the content of history in schools and provide a new firamework 
for critical thinking skills. The teachers in this smdy agree that a course in U.S. History 
should encourage students to develop conq)etence in — chronological thinking; comprehension, 
analysis and interpretation; research issues-analysis; and decision-making. 
Several factors which would indicate that teachers had the potential interest and capacity to 
make greater use of the Standards had no significant relationship with higher levels of use of 
the Standards. This stody found that respondents: had an interest in establishing high quality 
standards for U.S. History; worked in school districts which were conamitted to high quality 
standards; supported their state department of education's leadership in setting standards; and 
had the ability, given their education and teaching experience, to work with the Standards. 
Teachers had fairly high interest in establishing high quality standards but this was not related 
to their levels of use of the Standards. The respondents believed that their school districts had 
fairly high levels of commitment to establishing high quality standards for U.S. History and 
they supported the state department's leadership in establishing standards. Having an 
advanced degrees or higher numbers of years with teaching experience were not related to 
higher levels of use of the Standards. All these characteristics had no significant relationship 
with teachers' levels of use of the Standards. 
The teachers who had higher levels of use were more likely to be those teachers who were 
knowledgeable about the Standards and were working collaboratively with others in 
developing curriculum which reflected parts of the Standards. About one-fourth of the 
respondents in Iowa and Oregon were working on curriculum development which reflects parts 
of the Standards or were working collaboratively with others on a curriculum which reflects 
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parts of the Standards. Several demographic characteristics which may be related to teachers 
being informed about the Standards or to their engagement in curriculum development were 
teachers' subscription to professional journals, membership in professional organizations, and 
their participation in staff development with the Standards. Though all four of these variables 
were significantly related to levels of use in bivariate analyses, they were not robust or 
significant predictors of levels of use in the multiple regression analysis. Respondents' 
knowledge of the Standards and their collaboration with others working with the Standards 
were the strongest predictors of a teachers' level of use of the Standards in the multiple 
regression analysis. In Iowa, a teachers' subscription to a professional history or social 
studies joumal had a stronger relationship to higher levels of use of the Standards than the 
same relationship for teachers in Oregon. Respondents in Oregon who had a membership to a 
professional history or social studies organization had a stronger relationship to higher levels of 
use of the Standards than a similar relationship for teachers in Iowa. These bivariate and 
multivariate relationships have been outlined in Table 38. 
It was interesting to find that even though Iowa and Oregon have taken very different paths 
towards meeting Goals 2000 expectations for student achievement there were no significant 
differences between respondents in Iowa and Oregon on the following characteristics: teachers' 
levels of use of the Standards', teachers' knowledge of the Standards; or teachers' rat^ of 
collaboration with parts of the Standards. Although Oregon has taken a state-wide approach to 
establishing standards for U.S. history there is no significant difference between teachers in 
Iowa and Oregon in the proportion of teachers working collaboratively with other teachers 
using parts of the Standards. Another finding was that respondents in Iowa and Oregon gave 
similar ratings to their school districts' commitinent to higher standards. 
Conclusions 
The detailed findings of this study are presented in Chapter IV. This sunomary restates the 
three research questions and summarizes the results of this investigation into the factors 
t 
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Table 38. Relationships between independent variables and teachers' levels of use of the 
Standards 
Independent Variables Variable Code Hypothesis 
1. Social and demographic characteristics 
Knowledge of Standards Knowledge I ^ .3 
Knowledge LeveP 
Ha(la) 
Philosophical agreement with Standards Philosophy Means i 
Philosophy Level 
Ha(lb) 
Years of teaching experience Years Taught^ Ha(le) 
Educational degree eamed Degree Level ^ Ha(lf) 
Subscriber to professional journals Subscriberi'2 Ha(lg) 
Membership in professional 
organizations 
Member of Professional 
Organi2ationi.2 
Ha(lh) 
2. Commitment to high quality standards 
Staff attitude toward curriculum 
alignment 
Personal Interest^ Ha(2a) 
Participation in staff development on 
Standards 
Trainingi-^ Ha(2b) 
Extent of curriculum renewal in the 
district 
Collaboration Curriculumi.2^ 
Collaboration Years 
Curriculum! 
Years Working 
Ha(2c) 
District's commitment to establishing 
standards 
District Commitment^ Ha(2d) 
Agreement with State Department 
leadership 
State Leadership! Ha(2e) 
3. Differences between Iowa and Oregon 
Levels of use of tiie Standards by state State Ha(3a) 
Knowledge of Standards by state JCnowledge Ha(3b) 
Collaboration with the Standards by state Collaboration Ha(3c) 
litems were selected for multiple regression, used the stronger of two similar variables. 
2Significant bivariate test with levels of use of the Standards. 
3Signifcant predictor of levels of use of the Standards in stepwise multiple regression. 
104 
affecting secondary teachers' levels of use of the Standards. 
Each of the research questions refer to the teachers' levels of use of the Standards. The 
great majority of teachers who responded to this questionnaire had low levels of use of the 
Standards. Of the teachers sampled 83 percent are identified as being at the first three levels of 
use of the Standards. These levels indicate that the respondents are either not using, not 
informing themselves, or not preparing to use the Standards in the future. The renaaining 17 
percent of the teachers who are using the Standards are using them on an experimented basis or 
as a supplement to their own curriculum. The reasons for why so many teachers are at the first 
three levels of use and why the remaining teachers are using the Standards at higher levels of 
use may be explained by several of the variables examined in the three research questions. 
Research Question 1; What social and demographic characteristics are related to the 
levels of use of the Standards among U.S. history teachers? 
A majority of teachers in this study had low levels of knowledge about the Standards. 
Over half of teachers in Iowa and Oregon have a low level of knowledge of the Standards. The 
low personal rating of respondents' knowledge was reinforced by the large number of 
comments expressing a lack of knowledge about the original and revised edition of the 
Standards in the open-ended section of the questionnaire. Approximately one-third of the 
teachers who made comments about the value of the Standards or the limitations affecting their 
use of the Standards noted their lack of knowledge about the Standards. Over half of the 
teachers who made comments about the revised edition were not even aware that a revised 
edition of the Standards had been published in 1996. 
Both multivariate and bivariate tests confirmed that respondents with knowledge about the 
Standards were related to higher levels of use of the Standards. In the multiple regression 
analysis a respondents' knowledge about the Standards was the strongest predictor (p^05) of 
a higher level of use of the Standards. In a bivariate analysis, teachers with greater knowledge 
about the Standards were more likely (p<.05) to be using the Standards at a higher level of 
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use. 
Although respondents' philosophical agreement with the criteria used to develop the 
Standards was not a significant predictor (p<.05) of their level of use of the Standards, 
teachers in Iowa and Oregon had a very high level of agreement with the criteria. The high 
level of agreement with the criteria used to develop the Standards reflects consistency between 
respondents' beliefs about the essential learnings that stadents should achieve in a U.S. history 
class and the research on effective teaching methods in U.S. history. Approximately 25 
percent of the respondents on one open-ended question commented about the importance of 
their philosophical agreement with the Standards as a critical factor affecting their use of the 
Standards. Over 50 percent of the teachers who responded to the open-ended question about 
their opinion of the revised set of Standards and who had knowledge about the revised edition 
of the Standards commented that they supported the revised edition of the Standards. 
Two demographic characteristics are significandy related to higher levels of use of the 
Standards. Teachers who are subscribers to a professional history education journal or who 
have a membership in a national organization which represents educators in history or the 
social studies are likely (p:^05) to have higher levels of use of the Standards. More than half 
of U.S. history teachers are not likely to leam about the Standards through these sources of 
information because they are neither subscribers to a professional history education journal nor 
have a membership in a national organization. 
Several demographic characteristics which have been related to the adoption or rejection of 
innovations in other educational research did not have any significant relationship with the level 
of use of the Standards. Oregon had a much higher rate of teachers with a Masters degree or 
higher than teachers in Iowa. This was because the teacher education program in Oregon 
requires an additional 40 hours of university credit to become a certified teacher and many 
teachers pursue an advance degree. Respondents' years of experience teaching U.S. history, 
and the highest degree eamed had no significant effect (p<.05) on increasing their level of use 
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of the Standards. 
Research Question 2: Is there any relationship between schools' or state department of 
educations' commitment to establishing high quality standards and teachers' levels of use of the 
Standards! 
Teachers who worked on curriculum development or worked collaboratively with other 
teachers in developing a curriculum that reflects all or part of the Standards had significandy 
(p<.05) higher levels of use of the Standards. Even though teachers as a group had a high 
"V. 
degree of interest in establishing high quality standards for U.S. history there was no 
significant relationship (p<.05) between respondents' personal interest in establishing high 
quality standards for U.S. history and their level of use of the Standards. In a multiple 
regression analysis collaboration with other teachers in developing a curriculum that reflects all 
or part of the Standards was a significant predictor (p<.05) of respondents' level of use of the 
Standards. Only 24 percent of the teachers in this study have had the opportunity to work on 
curriculum development or to collaborate with other teachers in developing a curriculum that 
reflects all or part of the Standards. 
Districts which provided opportunities for teachers to be more informed about the 
Standards are more likely to have teachers who have higher levels of use of the Standards. 
Respondents who attended in-services, workshops, sessions at conferences, or taken courses 
at which the Standards have been presented had a significantly (p<.05) higher level of use of 
the Standards. Approximately 40 percent of respondents made remarks about the need for time 
to study the Standards when describing the limitations which affect their ability to use of the 
Standards. Thirty-two percent of the respondents noted the resources and classroom materials 
to make the Standards useable as a major limitation affecting their use of the Standards. 
Teachers identified administrative leadership by the state department of education and the 
local school district as critical factors affecting their levels of use of the Standards. Over 40 
percent of the respondents identified administrative support for the Standards from the state 
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department of education (mostly from teachers in Oregon) or at the district level (mostly from 
teachers in Iowa), and administrative decisions about which curriculum the district will use for 
U.S. history classes as critical factors affecting whether teachers choose to use the Standards. 
The state departments of education or local school district administrators have done little to 
promote the Standards. Although approximately 75 percent of all the teachers who responded 
to this questionnaire gave moderate to high ratings for their support for the state department of 
education's leadership in establishing standards for U.S. history and to their school district's 
commitment to high quality standards these two factors had no significant relationship (p<.05) 
with respondents' levels of use of the Standards. 
Research Question 3: Are there any differences in the level of use of the Standards for 
teaching U.S. history between teachers in Iowa and Oregon, and what factors may explain 
those differences? 
Although Iowa has taken a local option approach to standards and Oregon has taken a state 
mandated approach to standards for U.S. history there are no significant differences (p<05) in 
respondents' levels of use of the Standards or several other important factors which may affect 
whether teachers decide to use the Standards. There is no significant difference (p<.05) 
between respondents' knowledge of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon. There is also no 
significant difference (p^cOS) between and the proportion of teachers who are collaborating 
with other teachers in developing a curriculum that reflects all or part of the goals set by the 
Standards in either state. 
Limitations 
This study did not investigate several factors which may have provided greater 
understanding about teachers' levels of use of the Standards. While efforts were made to 
ensure that this study was rigorous and made a worthwhile contribution to educational 
research, the following limitations must be noted: 
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1. No attempt was made to survey what types of standards or the quality of the standards 
teachers are currently using in U.S. history in Iowa. 
2. There was no comparative analysis made between the standards which teachers are 
using in Iowa and the content in the Standards. 
3. There was no attempt to measure the impact that teaching to the Standards has on 
student achievement 
4. Curriculum directors, principals and other key decision makers were not smveyed to 
study their knowledge of the Standards and their impact on the acceptance or rejection of the 
Standards. 
5. Teachers were identiJBed as being at various levels of use of the Standards but there was 
no attempt was made to measure the degree of use of the Standards at each level of u^. 
6. Participation in this study was voluntary on the part of teachers. This decision may 
have influenced the results. The responses used for this study may not be representative of the 
teachers in Iowa or Oregon. 
7. The investigation relied on self-reporting of knowledge, interests, attitudes, and 
behaviors in regard to their use of the Standards. No attempt was made to confirm whether 
these responses were consistent with actual teacher behavior. 
8. The questioimaire was only sent to teachers in Iowa and Oregon. The findings may not 
be generalizable to teachers in other states. 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to examine factors affecting secondary teachers' levels of 
use of the National Standards for United States History. The Standards wete developed to 
provide voluntary national content standards which are "intemationally competitive and 
comparable to the best in the world;" and which "reflect the best available knowledge about 
how aU students leam and about how the content area can be most effectively taught" (United 
States 103d Congress, 1994). This study attempted to determine if teachers are using the 
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Standards, how the use of the Standards is impacting teaching and instruction, and what 
factors are affecting teachers' use of the Standards. 
The results from this study indicate that respondents' levels of use of the Standards is low. 
This can be attributed to the following factors: 
1) teachers' lack of knowledge about the Standards. 
2) teachers' lack of time to work on curriculum or collaborate with others on curriculum 
that reflects all or part of the goals set by the Standards. 
3) teachers' lack of training or staff development in how to use the Standards. 
4) school districts' limited resources for curriculum development and the failure of the state 
department of educations' to take a leadership role in establishing state standards. 
5) the short period of time educators have had to integrate the Standards into the school 
districts' curriculum framework. 
6) the controversy over the teaching examples in the first edition of the Standards. 
7) the lack of awareness about the similarities between state standards and the Standards. 
The low levels of use of the Standards could be related to teachers lack of knowledge about 
the Standards. If the teachers had greater knowledge about the content of the Standards they 
may find them to be a useful guide to developing lessons for U.S. history classes. Teachers 
had a high level of agreement with the historical thinking skills which are integrated into each 
of the Standards. Contrary to other studies which show that teachers may be relatively 
satisfied with the status quo and often are resistant to new ideas (Tye, 1981), this smdy found 
that teachers have a high level of interest in establishing high quality standards for U.S. 
history. Similar to Pagan's study of the national standards for mathematics, the results from 
this study found significant relationships between knowledge and use of the Standards (Pagan, 
1991). 
Teachers' lack of commitment to professional growth in their subject area may be the cause 
for teachers' lack of knowledge about the Standards. Pew teachers subscribe to history 
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education journals or have a membership in a professional educational organizations. 
Teachers often do not interact with other teachers or come in contact with a great deal of 
professional knowledge from outside the school (Tye, 1981). Professional study and 
relationships could be more iii^)ortant to changing teaching habits than years of experience 
teaching or degree earned. The results of this study appear contrary to studies which show the 
years of experience teaching or degree eamed as predictors of adoption-proneness (Oscarson & 
Finch, 1979). 
Administrative decisions about scheduling to allow time for collaboration and curriculum 
development are critical in determining teachers' use of a new cuniculmiL An important 
finding is that respondents who had time to collaborate and work on curriculum that reflects all 
or part of the goals set by the Standards had higher levels of use of the Standards. Teachers' 
personal interest in establishing high quality standards is not enough to change habits. 
Changing teaching methods or the use of a new curriculum requires teachers to become part of 
a professional learning community (Acquarelli, 1996). Higher levels of use of an innovation, 
like the Standards, may be attributed to the quality of the professional relationships among 
teachers (Berman & Mclaughlin, 1978). 
The results indicate that only one-fourth of the teachers have been working on curriculum 
or collaborating with others on curriculum that reflects all or part of the goals set by the 
Standards. This could be attributed to the key role that the principal has (Berman & 
Mclaughlin, 1978) in determining the amounts of time teachers have in the schedule for 
curriculum work and collaboration. Teachers need time to test the materials and ongoing 
professional opportunities to talk about their practice as a way to improve instruction (HaU & 
Hord, 1987; Louis & Dentler, 1988; Wilson etal, 1996). 
Without professional training and resources teachers may view the outcomes as 
unteachable. Making certain that the information provided is "useable" from the practitioner's 
viewpoint was an important factor in affecting teachers' use of an mnovation (Louis & Dentler, 
I l l  
1988). Teachers noted the lack of lesouices and infonnation about the Standards and have not 
had much success in measuring student perfonnance on the Standards. Only recendy did the 
National Center for History in the Schools publish a sourcebook for teaching U.S. History 
(Ankeney et aL, 1996). KeUer, Associate Professor in History and Education at Iowa State 
University, noted that the Standards set very high expectations of students and teachers may 
require textbooks which are patterned to meet the expectations in the Standards (C. KeUer, 
personal interview, March 21, 1996). The Standards do not include methods for measuring 
smdent performance. It may be unrealistic to expect classroom teachers to evaluate 150 essays 
every two or three weeks to assess students' ability to think rather than remember facts (Keller, 
1995b). 
The results from this smdy indicate that professional training for teachers to use the 
Standards is necessary to raise teachers' levels of use of the Standards. Training would 
provide teachers the skills and resources required to make the Standards useable in the 
classroom setting. To help classroom teachers acquire the knowledge of content and teaching 
skills will require an extensive in-service collaborative effort by college and university 
instructors and school districts (Duea, 1995; Keller, 1995a). 
Low levels of use of the Standards could be attributed to lack of district or state leadership 
to make greater use of the Standards. Teachers indicated that districts may be facing a shortage 
of financial means to train teachers or may be giving higher priority to state standards. It is not 
surprising that teachers need support from their schools and principals (Loucks & Hall, 1979: 
Wilson, 1996); and that the requirements for success include long-term commitment to build 
support for the reform agenda (Ravitch, 1995). 
The results from this stody indicate that teachers support the state department of education's 
leadership in setting high quality standards for U.S. history. The sense of urgency to improve 
teaching and instruction in U.S. history classes is perhaps due to low test scores measuring 
students' knowledge of U.S. history (Buzbee, 1995; The National Education Goals Report, 
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1995). In a survey by Wolk & Olson, 93 percent of teachers support rigorous content 
standards language arts, mathematics, science, and history (Wolk & Olson, 1997b). 
The low levels of use of the Standards may be attributed to the State Department of 
Education's failure to take a leadership role in establishing state standards. The State 
Department of Education has the power to form guidelines for the accreditation of schools and 
area education agencies, to offer grants for piloting curriculum models, to develop summer 
institutes, to allocate of funding for teacher training, and to raise public awareness of the need 
for standards. The lack of state standards, a state testing system, and stodent incentives to 
reach those standards may limit the impact of new standards (Gandal, 1996; Wolk & Olson, 
1997b). 
The low levels of use of the Standards could be attributed to the short period of time 
educators have had to study and make use of this new curriculum. The Standards were first 
released in 1994 and then revised and published in May, 1996. It has been estimated that the 
amount of time necessary to rewrite and institutionalize a new curriculum model could take 
firom three to five years (Loucks & Hall, 1979; Manatt, 1995b). Canen, Director of 
Curriculum in Ames Public Schools in Ames, Iowa, noted that the old cycle used to last seven 
to nine years and even then usually less than 10 percent of ideas were normally implemented in 
the classroom (N. Carren, personal interview, March 27,1996). 
The controversy over the initial version of the Standards weakened public support for the 
Standards. Resistance to national standards comes from both liberal and conservative quarters 
(Cheney, 1994; Diegmueller & Viadero, 1995; Diggins, 1996; Mosle, 1996). Many of the 
controversial issues were resolved by deleting the teaching examples from the revised edition 
of the Standards. Few states or local curriculum directors have developed significant standards 
in social studies due to controversy surrounding the efforts to develop "national" standards in 
these subjects (Keller, 1997; Gandal, 1996). Teachers' low levels of knowledge about the 
Standards is perhaps a result of this resistance to using this national model. 
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A top down, from the state department of education to the local school districts, and bottom 
up, engaging teachers in the process, approach to curriculum renewal seems necessary to raise 
teachers levels of use of the Standards. 
An important finding is that teachers who have greater knowledge of the Standards have 
higher levels of use of the Standards. Perhaps teachers who have worked with the Standards 
recognize the quaUQr of the Standards and can use it as a navigational tool for curriculum 
development (Keller, 1995a). Another reason may be that teachers who have taken the 
initiative to become informed about professional activities related to their teaching 
responsibilities are more inclined to experiment with new innovations (Wangen et al, 1982). 
The fact that teachers who had knowledge about the Standards and then made a personal choice 
to use them indicates that the Standards have a valuable contribution to make to U.S. history 
classes. 
It is interesting to note that there is a general consensus among teachers about the essential 
historical thinlring skills which are the basis for the Standards. This could be attributed to the 
process the National Council for History Education used to develop the standards with the 
involvement of over thirty professional organizations (Appleby, 1995; Bicouvaris, 1994). The 
fact that the historical thinking skills in the revised edition of the Standards remain essentially 
the same as the first edition (Keller, 1997) may be attributed to the strength of this portion of 
the Standards these skills. 
The Standards were created as voluntary national standards, not mandatory federal or U.S. 
government mandated models for U.S. history (United States 103d Congress, 1994). 
National standards were intended to serve primarily as a model to inspire appropriate efforts at 
the state and school-district levels (Jones, 1995). The 48 states which have made a strong 
commitment to standards-based reform (Gandal, 1996) may have incorporated parts of the 
national model their own standards. Teachers, especially in Oregon, may not have recognized 
which of the Standards were derived from or are similar to the state. 
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Teachers may be working with standards which reflect all or parts of the Standards but they 
may not be aware of these similarities. Teachers, especially in Oregon, may be more inclined 
to use the Standards if they knew that parts of the state standards were aligned with the 
Standards. All of the Oregon State Department of Education's standards for U.S. history can 
be matched with similar items in the Standards (Oregon Department of Education, 1997). Iowa 
is an advocate for local school improvement and the option to allow local school districts to set 
their own standards (State of Iowa Department of Education, 1995). There are no efforts to 
develop state-wide models for U.S. history to form local standards in Iowa. 
It is interesting to note that the Standards are being used to a certain degree in both states. 
This indicates that the Standards can be adapted to fit a variety of settings. The Standards are 
not prescriptive but serve as ideas upon which teachers can build, combine, or otherwise 
design lessons, classroom activities, and assignments that fit their local curriculum and course 
design (Risinger, 1995). Individual teachers in both states are able to make use of the 
Standards to improve the quality of teaching and instruction in their classes. 
The public is demanding more accountability for schools efforts to raise student 
performance and their confidence in the schools is dependent on how well students are 
performing. Although there has been much research done recendy about the implementation of 
standards across the United States there has been litde effort to make judgements about the 
quality or rigor of states' standards and assessments (Gandal, 1996; Olson, 1997a). The 
Standards are "a critical advance but not the final destination in what must be an ongoing, 
dynamic process of improvement and revision over the years to come" (Nash, 1995). This 
stody has created a baseline for levels of use of the Standards in Iowa and Oregon and possibly 
raised an awareness of the Standards. Hopefully this research will help educators determine 
how teachers, departments, school districts, and the state departments of education can work 
together to establish high quality standards which can be used to raise the quality of education 
for students in U.S. history classes. 
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Recommendations for Practice 
The following recommendations for practice are offered to assist school districts or the state 
departments of education in establishing high quality standards for U.S. history. 
1. Teachers as professionals should be encouraged to become active leamers about the 
Standards. This may be done by encouraging teachers to become active members in national 
history organizations or to become subscribers to professional history education journals. 
2. School districts should provide opportunities for teachers to have the time, resources, 
and information to study about standards for U.S. history and to learn how they might use the 
standards in the classroom. Schools may wish to establish professional reading rooms with 
educational resources and journals to raise awareness about standards in U.S. history. 
3. State departments of education should take a leadership role in providing information to 
teachers about models being developed to establish standards for U.S. history. Officials in the 
state departments of education should work with universities, state legislatures, school 
districts, and teachers to decide what are high quality standards for U.S. history. 
4. Curriculum directors or supervisors should use the Standards or standards from other 
states as a guide for establishing high quality standards in U.S. history. Access to information 
about standards in other states is becoming increasingly available through internet sites such as 
URL http://putwest.boces.org/Standards.html. This particular site has information about 
standards and frameworks documents, listed by subject area and by state. 
5. School districts should provide opportunities for teachers to work collaboratively with 
other teachers in developing a curriculum which reflect new standards for U.S. history. This 
may be a critical factor in determining whether the quality of instmction will be affected by the 
new standards. 
6. University departments of education, area education agencies, and school districts 
should create summer institutes to share research about standards for U.S. History and develop 
cumculum aligned with the standards, and provide training in the area of performance 
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assessment Teachers need more training in the area of performance assessment to measure 
student achievement on higher level thinking skills like those in the Standards. 
7. State departments of education should take a leadership role in developing high quality 
standards that provide clearer guidance to districts and schools without sacrificing the 
intellectual freedom and creativity of the teacher in helping students to reach those standards. 
Teachers may not have the time, knowledge, or expertise to select and articulate what standards 
ought to be for U.S. History. 
8. Schools and teachers must be prepared to provide extra help to students who are not 
meeting the standards. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Based on the findings and conclusions of this study, the following reconomendations are 
submitted for further consideration for other researchers investigating the levels of use of the 
Standards. 
1. Research should be conducted on the impact of using the Standards on the quality of 
instmction in U.S. history classes. 
How can the Standards being configured to meet the needs of each school district? What 
are the performance standards established for measuring student achievement on the Standards'! 
Are the performance standards linked to the curriculum standards and instruction in the classes? 
Do teachers use all or parts of the historical thinking skills when they are teaching to the 
Standardsl What types of students benefit the most from the types of expectations set by the 
Standards! Are students being provided the extra time to leam to meet the expectations 
established by the Standards! 
2. A study should be made to determine the affect of using incentives and/or consequences 
for smdent performance on the Standards. 
Are graduation requirements or grade level promotions linked to performance on 
expectations set by the Standards'! Is it possible to establish reliable criteria referenced tests 
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which reflect the historical thinkiiig skills established by the Standardsl Do high expectations 
result in large differences in the quality of education provided to all students or increase the 
equity in learning opportunities and resources provided to all students within and across 
schools? 
3. A comparative study of several states should be made to examine state mandated or local 
district standards for U.S. history using the Standards as a guide forjudging the quality of the 
standards. 
What are the major similarities or differences that states have in their standards for U.S. 
history? Which parts of the Standards are most often found in standards in other states? What 
criteria have state departments of education or local school districts used to select standards for 
their students? Do the standards set high expectations and what processes have been 
established to judge the quality of the standards? 
4. A study should be made to study how teachers can make effective use of their 
collaboration time to develop curriculum using new standards for U.S. histoty. 
Are teachers being provided the time required for curriculum development? What types of 
resources are necessary for teachers to make the Standards more adaptable to their school's 
curriculum framework? What possibilities are there for developing interdisciplinary units with 
the Standards and other subjects? 
5. A smdy should be made to determine how curriculum directors, the staff at area 
education agencies, and professional librarians can support teachers' efforts to use the 
Standards. 
What types of networking is going on between teachers, agencies, and research centers on 
efforts to share information about how to teach to the Standardsl What are the long-term 
benefits of allocating more resources for teacher training in using the Standardsl Can the 
Standards be successfully adapted to meet the needs of the local or state mandated curriculum 
framework? 
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6. A study should be made to determine the influence of different stakeholders on the 
decisions to establish standards for U.S. history. 
What are the controversial issues which have framed the debate in different states about 
U.S. history standards? Why are some states more successftil than others in passing 
legislation which supports the development of standards for U.S. history? What process is 
being used to select the standards? Who is making the decisions about what should be in the 
standards for U.S. history? 
7. More research should be focused on how teacher training programs at the university can 
be structured to prepare new teachers to work with the Standards^  
Are student teachers expected to be able to use the Standards! Are methods classes 
providing new teachers the skills required to use the Standards! 
8. Another smdy using both the questionnaire and interviews should be conducted to test 
the validity of the findings in this study. 
Do teachers' ratings on the questionnaire reflect their practice with the Standards in the 
classroom? Would an interviewer or observer find the same results as the self assessment on 
the questionnaire for levels of use of the Standards! What infomiation fi-om an interview or 
observation of teachers at different levels of use of the Standards might help a local school 
district increase teachers' use of the Standards. 
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APPENDIX. QUESTIONNAIRE 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education 
Professional Smdies 
N243 Lagomaicino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011-3190 
515 294-4143 
Survey of U.S. ffistory Teachers 
DearEducaton 
We need your help in measuring teacher use of the National Standards for U.S. History and to 
assess the factors which affect Aeir level of use. It is very important that you complete as 
much of this questionnaire as possible, even if you do not have any experience with the 
National Standards for U.S. ffistory . 
You are probably aware that the standards we use to teach U.S. History are constantly being 
critiqued and examined by parents, educators, and the general public. As a teacher you also 
know that the quality and usefulness of the standards which you use to guide your teaching and 
learning have a direct inq)act on the quality of education which your students receive. Your 
response to this questionnaire will help us determine how teachers, departments, school 
districts, and the state departments of education are working to establish high quality standards 
which can be used to raise the quality of education for smdents in U.S. history classes. 
You have been selected as a member of a sample of secondary school U.S. History teachers. 
Completing the questionnaire will take about fifteen to twenty minutes of your time. Your 
participation in the study is voluntary and the information you provide wiU be used in the 
strictest confidence. The questioimaire is coded for mailing purposes only. Individual 
responses will not be identified. All the codes identifying individuals in this study will be 
destroyed after the questionnaires are returned. This study procedure has been approved by the 
Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Subjects in Research. 
Please take time to complete the attached questionnaire, and return it to us in the 
postage-paid envelope within the next week. 
As a U.S. History teacher myself, I realize the importance of your time during the school year. 
Please treat yourself to your favorite beverage with the enclosed $1.00. Your honest and 
timely response is critical to us. We look forward to your response. Thank you, in advance, 
for your help. 
If you have any questions or are interested in receiving information about findings, please 
contact us at the address above. 
Sincerely, 
Thomas Forsgren 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Administration 
Dr. Richard Manatt 
Major Professor 
Educational Administration 
P.S. Please be sure to complete the questionnaire, place it in the enclosed 
envelope and return it to us within the next week. TTiank vou! 
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Socio-Demographic Section 
The purpose of this section is to gather some information which describes you as a teacher. 
For each statement below, "Stagdai^" refers to the National Standards for U.S. History. 
Please indicate tlie most appropriate response to the following: 
1. The highest degree I have earned (check one) 
Bachelor's 
Master's 
Specialist 
Doctorate 
2. I currently belong to the following national organizations (check all that apply) 
National Council for the Social Studies 
American Historical Association 
Organization of American Historians 
National Council for History Education 
Organization of History Teacher 
Other organization(s) (please specify): ^ 
None of the above 
3. I read in this/these professional history education joumal(s) on a monthly or regular basis 
(check all that apply) 
Maparinft of History by Organization of American historians 
Social Education by American Historical Association and NCSS 
Social Studies by Heldref Publications 
History Teacher by The Society for History Education 
Other publication(s) (please identify): 
None of the above 
4. I have attended in-services, workshops, sessions at conferences, or taken courses at which 
the SfandflrHs have been presented. 
Yes 
No 
5. I am presendy developing a curriculum that reflects all or part of the goals set by the 
Standar(fe. 
Yes; Number of years working with the Standards: years 
No 
6. I have been working with other teachers or staff in developing a curriculum that reflects all 
or part of the goals set by the StanHarHs. 
Yes; Number of years collaborating with others working with the 
StanHarHs- years 
No 
7. The number of years that I have taught U. S. History, including this year, 
is: years 
8. I teach U.S. History in grades 
7 or 8 
9 or 10 
11 or 12 
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Please rate the following questions on a scale from 1 being the lowest to 5 
being the highest. 
9. Mv knowledge of the Standards is: 
No knowledge Much knowledge 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. My personal interest in having high quality standards established for teaching U.S. 
History is: 
Low interest High interest 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. My school district's commitment to establishing high quality standards for U.S. History 
is: 
No commitment Much Commitment 
1 2 3 4 5 . 
12. My support of the State Department of Education taking a strong leadership role in 
establishing standards for U.S. History is: 
Low support High support 
1 2 3 4 5 
Philosophy Section 
The purpose of this section is to assess what skills in historical reasoning, values and policy 
analysis you think- are essential for all students to achieve. Please respond according to the 
strength of your agreement with each of the following statements. (Circle the number of your 
answer.) 
Some- Some 
Strongly what what Strong-
Disagiee Disagree Disagree Agree Agree ly Agree 
1. Standards in U.S. History should be 
intellectually demanding, reflect the best 
historical scholarship, and promote active 
questioning and learning r^er than passive 
^sorption of facts, dates, and names. .. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. Standards in U.S. History should be 
founded in chronology, an organizing 
approach that foster appreciation of pattern 
and causation in history 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. Standards in U.S. History should strike 
a balance between emphasizing broad 
themes in U.S. History and probing 
specific historical events, ideas, 
movements, persons, and documents. .1 2 3 4 5 6 
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4. Standards in U.S. History should 
reflect the principles of sound historical 
reasoning — careful evaluation of evidence, 
construction of causal relationships, 
balanced interpretation and comparative 
analysis 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. Standards in U.S. History should 
include awareness of, q)preciation for, and 
the ability to utilize a variety of sources of 
evidence from which historical knowledge 
is achieved, including written documents, 
oral tradition, quantitative data, popular 
culture literature, artifacts, art and music, 
historical sites, photographs, and films. 1 
6. Standards in U.S. History should 
contribute to citizenship education through 
developing understanding of our common 
civic identity and shared civic values within 
the polity, throu^ analyzing major policy 
issues in the nation's history, and through 
developing mutual respect among its many 
people 1 
2 3 4 5 6 
2 3 4 5 6 
7. Standards in U.S. History should utilize 
regional and local history by exploring 
specific events and movements throu^ 
case studies and historical research. Local 
and regional history should enhance the 
broader patterns of U.S. History 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. Standards in U.S. History should 
integrate fundamental facets of human 
culture such as religion, science and 
technology, politics and government, 
economics, interactions with the 
environment, intellectual and social life, 
literature and the arts 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Level of Use Section 
The purpose of this section is to determine various levels of use of the Standards in teaching 
U.S. History. For each statement below, "Standards" refers to the National Standards for 
U.S. History. The StandarHs are voluntary and may be one of several models used to develop 
local stand^ds for each state or school district Please respond to the items in terms of your 
use of the National Standards for U.S. History to develop local standards for U.S. History. 
For each item, circle one number on the scale. The bold printed words highlight 
what each statement is emphasizing to make it easier for you to choose your best response. 
First, read the following question and then complete only the portion of this section which 
applies to you. 
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Are you using the StanHarH«;9 No. Continue with questions 1 through 9. 
Yes. Skip to questions 10 through 24. 
Not tiue Seldom 
of me tiue of 
at all me 
Some 
times 
true of 
me 
Fairly 
often 
true of 
me 
Often Very 
true of true of 
me me 
1. I have not used the Stand^^ and have 
no plans to 
2. I don't expect to learn anything 
about the Standards 
3. I've heard about the Standards, but at 
this time I'm not interested in learning 
any more about them 
4. I've set aside time to study 
materials about the Standards and have 
talked to people about the possibility of 
using them 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I have looked at materials pertaining to 
the Standards and am considering 
using them some time in the future 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. I've attended a workshop or sat in 
on a class where teachers are using the 
Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. I've looked through all the materials 
and am getting organized to use the 
Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. I'm going to start using the Stan^ar^ 
next semester or in the near future 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. I have sought information and 
resources related to preparation for use of 
the Standards in my own setting 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Please continue with the Comments Section on page 7. 
If you are using the Standards, please begin answering questions 10 through 24. 
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Some-
Not tiue Seldom times 
of me at true of true of 
all me me 
Fairly 
often Often Very 
true of true of true of 
me me me 
10. I have tried to master the tasks 
required to use the Standards in my U. S. 
History classes 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. I have made an effort to organize 
my materials to use the Standards in my 
classes 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. I have attempted to incorporate 
the Standards into my next day's lesson 
and haven't had time to plan for how I 
will use the Standards next month or 
semester 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. lam comfortable using the 
Standards to teach U. S. History 
14. I can anticipate how the students 
will react to, as well as what they are 
likely to gain in the long run from, the 
way I use the Standards 
15. I plan to use the Standard very 
much like I did last semester or last year 
16. I have explored and 
experimented with alternative 
combinations of the Standards in my 
existing teaching practices 
17. I've changed my use of the 
Standards based on student reactions and 
the results of tests on material covered by 
the Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. I'm collecting formal data along 
with my observations of student success 
or frustrations with learning the content in 
thft Standards 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19. I have collaborated with other 
faculty to decide on how to use the 
Stand^ds 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. I have made changes in the use of the 
Standards in coordination with other 
faculty 
21. I have worked with other teachers 
on how to increase student achievement 
through use of the Standards 
22. I've done some evaluation of the 
StanHard-s in terms of effects on students, 
and I'm wondering about replacing it 
with another innovation in the same 
area 
23. I'm seriously considering 
combining another Innovation with 
my use of 3ie Standard 
24. I know several ways other 
innovations might enhance my use 
of the Standards which may result in 
better student outcomes 
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Comments Section 
1. Do you have any comments about the National Standards for U.S. History that could help 
determine; 
a. their value to you as a teacher of U. S. History? 
b. the critical factors which affect whether you choose to use the Standards? 
c. the limitations which affect your ability to use the Standards to increase student 
achievement? (e.g. not aligned with content in the textbook, a shortage of resources 
explaining how to use the StandarHs, few examples of how to evaluate student 
performance, lack of time required to assess results, etc.) 
2. 
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After much controversy, particularly about the teaching examples in the first edition of the 
National Standards for U.S. History, the Sfandards were revised and published in the 
Spring of 1996. What is your opinion about the revised edition of the Standards? 
3. Briefly comment on how the various stakeholders (e.g. teachers, administrators, state 
department of education, religious right groups, or o&er groups) have influenced the 
incorporation or rejection of the National Standards for U.S. History in your school 
district 
After completing the questionnaire, please mail it in the pre- addressed envelope. Thank you 
again for your time and effort in helping us to complete this research. 
Confidential Code Number 
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